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PROMOTIONS IN THE .ARMY~ -

INFANTRY .ARM. 

Se~ond Lieut. H. H. Arnold to be first lieutenant. 
MEDICAL CORPS. 

Lieut. Col. Charles l\I. Gandy to be colonel. 
Maj . Frederick R. Reynolds to be lieutenant colonel. 
Capt. James l\I. Phalen to be major. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

TO BE RE.AR .ADMIRALS. 

Capt. George S. Willits. 
Capt. Walter F. Worthington. 
Capt. William N. Little. 

POSTMASTERS. 

ALABAMA. 
S. J. Griffin, Cullman. 
R. D. Williams, Opelika. 

J. E. Pringle, Hoxie. 
John D. Wilbourne, Pine Bluff. 
Mrs. L. H . Hall, Pocahontas. 

FLORIDA. 
E. J. RolL'{, Fernandina. 
A. B. Brown, Fort Pierce. 

GEORGIA. 

S. D. Cherry, Donaldsonville. 
M. S. Cornett, Lawrenceville. 

W. S. Pugh, Greenfield. 
W. Kostbade, Hobart. 
J .. Davidson, Lyons. 

INDIANA. 

W . E. Aydelotte, Sullivan. 
LOUISIANA. 

W . G. Chapman, Lake Arthur. 
C. De Blieux, Natchitoches. 
H. H . Schindler, Sulphur. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

George T. McLaughlin, Sandwich. 
. MICHIGAN. 

E. C. :Maxwell, Carleton. 
F. B . Carr, Dundee. 

lUSSISSIPPI. 
C. W. Carr, Newton. 
E . T. Butler, McComb. 

MISSOURI. 

R. H. Moran, Clarksville. 
M. W. Spurling, Higbee. 
W. G. Pike, Martinsburg. 

MONTANA. 
W. Crofft, Chouteau. 

NEBRASKA .• 
F. Cox, Sutherland. 

NEW JERSEY. 

E. T. Lanterman, East Orange. 
J ames P . l\IcNair, Paterson. 

Albert Schnell, Morrow. 

J . A. McMorris, Condon. 
A. Longwell, Echo. 

OHIO. 

OREGON. 

PENNSYLVANIA. 

C. S. Lichleiter, Elk Lick. 
TEXAS. 

B. M. Burgher, Dallas. 
D. A. Paulus, Hallettsville. 
R. H . Newtpn, 1\Iidlothian. 
I . J. Wright, Mission. 
J. W. Shaw, San Diego. 
T. Durham, Wellington. 
T . H . Hood, Wortham. 

P . W. Pugh, Broadway. 
VIRGINIA. 

WITHDRAWAL'. 
Ea:ecutit:e nomination withdrawn f't'Om the Senate April 28, 1913. 

POSTMASTER. 

TEXAS • 

. Norman H. Martin to be postmaster at Weatherford, in the 
S tate of Texas. 

HOUSE OF "REPRESEN'tATIVES. 
M ONDAY, April ~8, 1913. 

· The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-

lowing prayer : · 
We come to Thee, 0 God our Father, with glad and thankful 

hearts that we are involved in a plan which can not fail of its 
ultimate pur pose because of Thine infinite wisdom, power, and 
goodness. Yet history, observation, and experience teach em
phatically that we may retard its progress as individuals, as a 
Nation, as a race, by opposing the will of its projector. Teach 
us, 0 God our Father, how to wor k together with Thee fo r the 
end which all true men long for, hope for, pray for, that Thy 
will may be done in earth as i t is done in heaven. Through 
J esus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The J ournal of the proceedings of Saturday, April 26, 1013, 
was read and approved. 

SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE FOR EVENING SESSION. 

The SPEAKER announced the appointment of Mr. CLINE to 
preside at the session this evening. 

THE TARIFF. 

Mr. U:ND ERWOOD. Mr. Speaker , I move that the House re
solve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 3321-
the tariff bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid
eration of· the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and to 
provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. GARBETT of Tennessee in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid
eration of the bill H . R. 3321, of which the Clerk will report 
the title. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
A bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue 

for the Government, and for other purposes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. .Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. SISSON] . 

Mr. SISSON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
it is not my purpose this morning to talk about the tariff, but 
to briefly discuss the alien ownership of land in this country. 

I maintain as a principle of good Government that n non
resident alien should not be permitted to· own a foot of land in 
America. The situation in California is a .ery critical one, 
and I trust that I may not say anything that will in the least 
tend to prevent a friendly settlement or embarrass our State 
Department in its effort to retain the friendship of Japan, but 
before I would surrender the right to control a foot of American 
soil to Japan or any other nation on earth or to permit any other 
nation to dictate the land laws to one of these sovereign States, 
I would fight. I hope that this administration will take a firm 
stand on this question and settle it for all time, by telling the 
whole world that we will not tolerate :my interference with our 
domestic concerns. 

I am not at all in sympathy ~ith the view taken by some of 
the courts that the treaty-making power is absolute and unlim
ited. If this is the correct view, then the ·President and the 
United States Senate can by the exercise of the treaty-making 
power amend, alter, or repeal any of our State laws, and the 
will of the President and the United States Senate is supreme 
and not the will of the people of the States, as expressed in 
their statutes and constitutions. 

I maintain that it is the sacred duty of the President and 
United . States Senate not only not to make a treaty that would 
infringe upon the constitution and law of the State, but if is 
their highest duty to sustain the States in their rights and to 
prevent this very unwarranted interference on the part of other 
nations with the State constitutions and with the State laws. 
This is one of the principal reasons for the very existence of 
our Federal Government. If now our Federal Government 
shall in spite of the will of the people of these States force 
them to submit to the dictates of foreign powers, the lo>e and 
regard which our people now have for the Federal Government 
will ce_ase and in its place will be kindled a spirit of hatred. 

It is just as much the duty of the Federal Government to 
protect these State governments as it is the duty of the Fe<I
eral Government to protect itself. The destruction of the States 
by the treaty-making power means the destruction of the entire 
Federal system, and we substitute a national central control 
for a local State control. The coercion of the people of Cali
fornia in this r ight is a precedent for any coercion, however 
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drastic, when -in the future · the demand .shall . be made by a upon th~ Federal Government of the right to make a treaty 
powerful Government. It will be a miserable piece of cringing without depriving the State of that right would mean that there 
cowardice for us to yield now, and I am with the go_od people might be all sorts of complications arising in dealing witt. for
of California in their fight, and I am willing to vote the last eign powers. So that it seems to have been an afterthought 
dollar in the Treasury for the defense of her right to control during the discussion of the treaty-making power, and was not 
her sacred soil. included in the original draft of the article providing for the 

What is involved in this controversy? Is it not the right President to make treaties by and with the advice and consent 
of the people of the State to protect themselves and their of two-thirds of the Senate. 
citizens in the control of their soil? The land of a nation is The States, by this clause of the Federal Constitution, have 
the foundation upon which all her hopes and prosperity must delegated all of their treaty-making powers to the Federal Gov
rest. Shall a Japanese subjeet demand the rights of a citizen ernment. It is my contention that the treaty-making power is 
of the State of California? Shall he enjoy all of the benefits of to be exercised by the Federal Government with foreign powers 
our civilization and not be compelled to defend it? Shall h~ in reference to purely international matters Which do not affect 
enjoy the use of all of our highways and other Government our internal domestic concerns. The States did not delegate 
institutions and be permitted to drain De soil of all of its any power to the Federal Government to control the land in the 
products, thus causing the burden to be in that proportion State. As soon as a Territory is admitted into the Union as a 
greater upon the citizen who will live and die in California State all of the lands in that State immediately pass under the 
and leave ::m estate· which he has drawn from California lands control of the State government, except the public land of the 
to be taxed to maintain our high state of civilization? Does United States. 
Japan c9rnplain because her people want to leave her shores 

1 

Now mark you this: The Federal Government, with the House 
and swear allegiance to our GoYernment and to takE'. up arms, of Representatives, with the Senate, and with the President all 
if necessary, to defend California against Japan? No; she giving solemn consideration to a bill, cari not deprive a State 
complains because her people can not come and remain with of the right to make her own land laws; and I say it is absurd to 
us and draw from our soil its riches and send them to Japan contend that the President of the United States, with only two
to sustain her people and her ,;overnment across . the sea, sub- thirds of the Senate concurring in making a contract with a 
ject all the while to His Majesty the Emperor · of Japan and foreign power, can do what both branches ·of Congress and the 
protected by ·him, and who can in the event of war a·ssemble all President combined can not do under the Constitution. And 
of his loyal subjects already in this country, and with their yet the -courts have intimated that the treaty-making power is 
substance which they have drawn from our soil wage wal' unlimited and absolute. This I emphatically deny. As soon 
against us. I say if we must have war or submit to this in- as the land is entered and disposed of by the Federal Govern
dignity, then I am for war. What would Washington say rnent the Federal Government never acquires any right or con
under such conditions-war or submission? What would An· trol over such lands. It was never dreamed by the fathers of 
drew Jackson say-war or submission? What would Cleve- the Constitution that there would ever be a demand, either on 
·1and say-war or submission? the part of the Federal Gov-ernment or any foreign power, to 

Mr. Chairman, I accord to .Japan all the equal rights with control the method, manner, and right to acquire -land in any 
'ourselves. I would as quickly resent a demand from our Gov- State or to dictate her method, manner, and right of descent 
ernment upon Japan to permit an American citizen to own land and distribution. 
1n Japan contrary to the laws of Japan as I do now resent It will be conceded that where the States have permitted an 
Japan's effort to comr>el us to submit to her demands. alien to acquire title to land that then the alien government, 

The question as stated by Gov. Johnson is just this: If the in order to enforce the rights of its citizen, must deal with the 
proposed anti-alien land laws give offense to the Government at Federal Government through the President and the Secretary of 
'.Cokyo, the California executive absolves the State from all State. Even then the President and Secretary of State should 
blame on the ground that Federal statutes have already drawn only assure the alien government that the alien shall be dealt 
the line which the State now seeks to establish. The proposed with fairly and honestly and in accordance with the laws of the 
iaw only bars from ownership of land an alien who can not or State. If this were not true, then we would be in this absurd 
will not become a citizen of the State, and if Japan is affected. and anomalous situation that the alien would have rights su
then that is due to the fact that a _Japanese can not bec_ome perior to the rights of the people of the State who were cWzens 
naturalized. How, then, can the United States Government thereof, because it · will not be questioned that every citizen of 
'complain? - She and not California is to blame. If Japanese the State is absolutely under the control of the laws of the 
·are denied citizenship because the United States will not permit State and so is all of the property which he owns in the State, but 
them to become citizens-and the proposed legislation simply the alien would enjoy rights superior to the citizen and could 
provides that no alien who can not -become a citizen can own appeal to the President and the Secretary of State to invoke a 
land:__there is no discrimination because of the California law treaty and have the Federal courts enforce his rights under 
·but because · of the law of the United States, for if the United the treaty irrespective of the laws of that State. 
·states · shall remove this restriction, then the proposed lnw of Ur. MANN. l\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
California will not prevent a Japanese owning land. I think it question? 
the duty of every loyal citizen of all of our States to stand for Th~ CHAIRMAN (Mr. CLINE). Does the gentleman yield? 
California and her rights in this fight for her own citizens and Mr. SISSON. Certainly. 
their 'descendants. Ur. l\f.ANN. Of course the State can not make any treaty. 

The power to make treaties is conferred upon the President Is there any way in which foreign Governments can, by any 
of the United States, provided two-thirds of the Senators pres- process whatever, secure to their citizens rights of property in 
~mt concur , therein. The Constitution also provides that- all the States? 
treaties maue, or which shall be made under the authority of Mr. SISSON. Absolutely none, except--
the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land, and Mr. MANN. What is the exception? 
the judges in every State shall be bound thereby, anything in l\Ir. SISSON. My contention is except that the State itself 
the constitution or laws of the States to the contrary notwith- shall make land laws which shall permit the alien to acquire 
standing. But every treaty, as provided in the Constitution, lands. · 
shall be made in pursuance of the Constitution of the United Mr. MANN. That is not a matter that a. foreign Government 
States . . In other words, the right to make a treaty must be in can secure-that is a matter purely for a State to determine? 
accordance with the Constitution itself. The purpose of this Mr. SISSON. Yes. 
clause in the· Constitution was to take away from the States l\fr. l\IANN. We claim that we have a right to make treaties 
the right to make treaties or to deal with foreign powers as a with foreign Governments under which we shall secure to 
State. American citizens property rights in fo1·eign countries? 
." Right here I may say that at the time the Constitution of the Mr. SISSON. That is true. 
United States took effect, and when the members of the Con- I\1r. l\.IAKN. And we exercise that right? 
~titutional Convention were assembled, many of the States, or l\fr. SISSON. Yes. 
so-called Colonies, not only had made but were then engaged in Mr. MANN. I understand the gentleman's contention is 
making treaties with foreign natfons in respect to their own that that is a one-sided arrangement. We baye a right under 
affairs. Therefore the mere conferring on the Federal · Govern- the Constitution to make a treaty with a foreign natfon which 
Iri.ent of . the right to make treaties was no inhibition upon the will secure to_ American citizens property r1gllts in foreign 
~tat~s, unless -the States ·Were specifically deprived of that lands, but conYersely can not make a treaty which will secure 
pqwer in haec \erbn, because if you will note the discussions to foreigners in our own country? 
Of _ the members .of the Constitutional Convention at that time Mr~ SISSON. Yes; but the gentJeman should not lose sight 
you will . find . thnt they discussed the concurrent powers of the of this fact, and that is that the Government of the United 
States and the Federal Government, and the mere conferring States has no right, nor has the Government of any country, 
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where the · treaty-making ·power is limited, either by an un
written constituth:m or by a written constitution, to exceed that 
-authority. and no Go-vernment but a despotic government-and 
the gentleman will find this to be the universal ru1e--has ever 
sought through the treaty-making power to breal~ the laws 
where the Jaws are made in conjunction \.ith the treaty-making 
.power. 

Mr. MANN. The gentleman will pardon me. I know the 
gentleman bas "iven this subject considerable study heretofore, 
and I am interes ted in: his views, although I do uot desire to be 
considered as expressing my own views on the subject. But is 
it not fact that somewhere there must be lodged in every 
Go>ernment complete so>ereignty, and if we insist that a for
eign Government has complete sovereignty to grant eertain 
ri'ghts in that country there must be lodged somewhere in the 
United States complete sovereignty of equal character? 

Mr. SIS.SON. That is trne in so far as the treaty-making 
power has obtained the right and the power from the GoYern
ment or the people of the country to make the treaties, and it 
is a uni>el"sal construction of international law that those 
par-ties making the treaty shall be cognizant of the power of 
the party Illllking the treaty. Now, Chief Justice Marshall lay·s 
-down this rule-and I am glad the gentleman called my atten
tion to that, becirnse I want the committee at this time to un
derstand the rather curious difference in the right of the l.Tnitecl 
States Government to make treaties. and all other nations in 
the world, at the time that Marshall delivered that opinion. 
There have been some changes in some of the Governments 
since tbat time.. owing to the fact that they, too, have adopted 
constitutions, hut that is quite a long story. Chief Justice 
:Marshall laid down this rule and said thRt all of the interna
tional lawyers and an the eountries contended, and it was ad
mitted to be a fnct, that a treaty made between two nations 
prior to the time that the United States Government entered 
the treaty-making world was eonsidered to be a contract be
tween the treaty-making powers of the two Governments, and 
had no opera tion infra-territorially unless it was promulgated 
by the proper authority and the proper power in the Govern
ment to compe tbe citizens to ob erve the treaty. Tbe re
sponsibility for tile vi-ol. t ion of the- treaty rested entirely with 
the party that m de t' .. treaty for the Government; but, said 
Chief Justice M rsh U, in the United Sbltes a peculiar thing 
happens. Immediately upon the treaty being ratified by two
thirds of the Senate it becomes the supreme 1Rw of the land. 
and every citizen, without promulgation of it except the rriere 
publishing of our laws, becomes amenable to that treaty and 
can be punished criminnlly for violation of tbe treaty if its 
terms so provide. And yet, according to Chief Justice l\far
sha 11, that rule did not apply in any other country of the world 
at that time. 

This is one of the most interesting fields of investigation that 
I have gone into, and there are many more intricacies and diffi
culties than I dreamed could arise from the treaty-making 
power. But I will say here now that my opinion is that a 
stream can not rise higher than its source, and that the re
served powers of the State specified in the tenth amendment 
can not be exercised by the entire Congress of the United States 
with the President; and if that be true and the Oon titution is 
the supreme law of the land it is utterly impossible for the 
President and the Senate to acquire a right or a power superior 
te the right of the entire Congress, because the .entire Congress 
can repeal any treaty. I presume that is admitted by every 
Member of the House. If the contentio of some of the State 
courts-not of tbe Supreme Court of the United States but of some 
of the State courts-is correct and true, the only supreme power 
and the only power in the Federal Go•ernment that can be unre
strainedly exercised is the treaty-making power. It is against 
that opinion a.nrl contention that I am to-day making protest. 
I think it is highly dangerous in a Republic like this for that 
sort of a power to be vested in the President and one branch 
only of the Legislature. I take the pos:ition that no patriotic 
court, no Congref'ls, or President who loves an American citizen 
above that of every alien would entertain eYen for a moment 
the view that the alien could have, through the President and 
the United StHtes Senate, rights and privlleges under the Fed
eral Constitution superior to the rights and privileges of an 
American citizen under that same Constitution. In other words, 
that an alien would have the right to go into a forum and have 
his claims upon a piece of land adjudicated, not under the laws 
of the State. but under a treaty made by the President and 
United States Senate in conjunction with a foreign power. If 
that foreign power could thus dictate the land laws and policies 
of a State in reference io her lands through a treaty with an
other na tion, then why could not the President and the Senate 
dictate the. election laws of any State through the treaty and 

compel the State to give the ballot under sach terms ns the 
treaty provides? Why could not the Preffident nnd tlle Senate 
provide that an alien within a State committin~· the crime of 
murder should not be subject to the laws of the Sta te anct triecl 
by the State courts but be hied by a tribunal provided for in a 
treaty? It seems to me that such contentions are absurd. If 
such contention is sound, then the President, with two-thirds 
of the Senate present ratifying his action, would ha rn it in their 
power to overturn every State constitution and to abrogate every 
State law. 

By the way, I will state that in discussing that matter I am 
not discussing the probability of the United States Senate and 
the President e-ver doing such a thing. I am discussing their 
power to do it, and if I am right in my contention the Presi
dent aIId Senate can exceed their powers, and wben they do 
sach treaty is null and void. One of the reserved powers of the 
States is to control the lands within the State, and it must 
fol1ow that the Federal Gornrnment has no power of denying 
that right. 

I therefore conclude that the people of California have the 
absolute and unquestionable right to pass just such illws in 
reference to the acquisition, alienation, and devise of lands 
as in their- judgment is proper and best for them, provided that 
in the administration of these laws they are applied to all of 
the ci zens of Ca!ifornia and of the United States alike and 
do not infiinge u-pon the fourteenth amendment to the Federal 
Constitution. 

No alien has the right to invoke the protection of the Jaws 
of this country, except where he is traYeling with the proper 
passport or where he is permitted in the Government under 
some permission granted him by law, and further, where he is 
assaulted or impri&med without pro•ocation on his part. He is 
simply safe in his person and property and is entitled to pro
tection simply as a human being while he domiciles with us. 
His presence here ipso facto does not give him the right to 
acquire property, to devise property, or to transact business. 
The only way in which he can acquire an the rights of a ci tizen 
of the United States is by declaring his intention to become 
a citizen of the United States and renomice all allegiance to any 
foreign prince or Potentate or Government., and more especially 
the prince:. po-ten ate, or Government from which he comes. 

The word "domicile" I use in its technical sense. That is 
that right which a . human being has of remaining on God's 
earth, and because he happens to be for the time being on a 
portion of this earth which has been set apart by a certain 
peo~e and controlled by them, and those people have appro
priuted that portion of the earth, they have no right under the 
modern and humane internationaJ laws to lay violent hands 
upon bim or his property. That is an inherent, inalienable 
right which is respected by all the civilized nations of tbe 
world. It was not true a few generations ago. 

No greater cur e could befall the people of California or the 
people of any State in this Un.ion than to have the lands fn.11 
into alien hands and for such State to be reduced to the alien 
l:mdlord domination which is the curse of Ireland to-day. 
Give me a counh·y where the land is owned wholly by the 
people that are cirjzens of that country. Every foot of Ameri
can soil has been purchased with the blood of our fathers. and 
they have bequea the~ it to us, their children, as a sacred heritage, 
nnd we shonld preserve every foot of it for our American citi
zens and their posterity to the furtherest generation. [Ap
plause.] I want the American flag to always float over Ameri
C'an son owned by Americans and not to ftoat as a mockery over 
soil owned and controlled by aliens. 

I rujght say, by w ay of parentheses, that if we shall throw 
down the gates of immigration, if we shall by treaty or statute 
law permH the yellow race to have equal rights in this Gov
ernment with the people of the United States, then in a few 
years the Government of CWna and the Governments of the 
East could dUJ1licate every citizen in America, and it would 
not in H.ny way injure that country or those countries, but would 
be a relief to them and would render less troublesome the con
gested condition of their population, and our popula tion in 
America would be doubled by aliens. We should presen-e the 
soil for America and Americans, and tha t through our State 
laws. I am unwilling that we should begin now, upon the de
mand of the Japanese Government, a friendly Government-and 
I hope we will always remain friends-to recede from our policy 
of permitting our States to control their own domestic concerns. 

I agree with the statement made by Senator llooT, who has 
gone carefully into this question and who is quoted in the press 
as saying, in substance, that there is ngthing in any treaty now 
existing between Japan and the United States which will pre
vent the State governments passing any land laws in reference to 

. the Japanese, or any other people so situated under treaties as 
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the Japanese people are, as the States may deem proper unless in 
conflict with the Federal Constitution. We not only do not vio
late a treaty, but, he says, we violate no international law 
and no principle of international government. 'Yhat right has 
the GoYernillent of Japan to complain when a citizen of any 
other country has no right to own a single foot of land in the 
Empire of Japan, because under the laws of Japan tile only 
rights that another citizen has is the right of lease, the right 
to use und pay rent for land; but the title to the land will never 
pass from a Japanese subject to tlle subject of any aUen, and 
it ill becomes her now to complain because the good people of 
California are seeking to do practically the same thing. [Ap
plause.] 

The highest evidence of the wisdom of the people of California 
i.n taki.ng this early step-and the step is not taken too early ; 
probably they have already waited too long-to prevent the 
alien ownership of her soil is the present attitude of Japan. 

What better evidence do we need that we should take a step 
early, as I shall show you in a moment if I have the time. The 
dangers of alien ownership of the soil are adm~tted by all of 
the great lawyers of England. I shall show, if I have the time, 
that the cause of the dismemberment of Poland was the alien 
ownership of land. Theirs is a beautiful but Slld history of a 
patriotic struggle for liberty. At every doorstep there was 
stationed a so-calJed patriot who himself had acquired money 
from the Czarina to buy the land in Poland. Everyone who 
reads Chitty's Blackstone will recollect in the footnote how 
beautifully that great lawyer, Mr. Archbold, described the dan
gers to a people who permitted aUen ownership of land. 

When vast numbers of aliens from any country own vast 
quantities of our land, that causes such nation to make an effort, 
through the E'ederal Government, to force the people of sucll 
State to surrender greater rights and privileges to such alien 
landowners. Just in proportion as aliens own our land, just in 
that proportion will the alien governments control our lands 
and the fruits thereof. Because if Japan raises the question 
seriously at this time and threatens us with war, what will she 
do in the future, when millions of . her subjects shall be per
mitted to acquire la.nd in this country? When a.n alien acquires 
personal property he can dispose of it or take it with him; but 
when he owns land and upon this land builds his home, owing 
allegiance all the while to the alie:o government, he is a constant 
and fixed menace. 

Every student of the law is first taught i.n book 1 of Black
stone's .Commentaries on the Laws of England tllut if an alien 
could acquire permanent property in lands, he must owe alle
giance equally permanent with the property to the King of 
England . . In other words, if the aUen was willing to defend the 
Go-vernment which was then the Go-vernment of tile King, he 
could be admitted to all the rights of any other subject of the 
King, because upon "office found" his allegiance was · true 
and sincere to the monarch from whom he sought to own land. 
If this were not true, the King might find himself surroundecl 
at any time by men wbo were not true to him, but were true to 
some foreign prince or potentate. For this reason the common 
law has always been jealous of foreigners owning land. In 
Chitty's edition of Blackstone's Commentaries we find in a foot
note that l\Ir. Chitty himself says that-
from the Conquest till upward of 200 years afterwards it does not 
appear that strangers were permitted to reside In England, even on 
account of commerce, beyond a certain time, except by special warrant, 
for they were considered only as sojourners coming to a fair or a 
market, and were obliged to employ their landlords as brokers to buy 
and sell their commodities ; and we find that one stranger was often 
arrested for the debt or punished for the misdemeanor of another, as 
if all strangers were to he looked upon as a people with whom "the Eng
lish were in a state of perpetual war, and therefore might make re
prisals on the first that they could lay bands on. 

Every young attorney also, when he studies Chitty's Black
stone, will find in book 1, chapter 10, " Of the rights of persons," 
on page 278, that among other reasons which might be given 
for not _permitting aliens to own land it is intended to be-
by way of punishment for the aliens' presumption In attempting to 
acquire any landed property, for the vendor is not affected by it, be 
having resigned his right and recived an equivalent in exchange. 

But l\Ir. Archbold, in footnote 8, on the same page of this 
edition of Blackstone's Commentaries, says: 

A political rea&on may be given for this which I think stronger than 
any here adduced. It aliens were admitted to purchase and hold lands 
in this country it might at any time be in the power of a foreign State 
to raise a powerful party amongst us, for P.OWer is ever the con
comitant of property. This may be more easily illustrated by briefly 
stating the measUies taken oy Russia prior to the dismemberment of 

·Poland. For a considerable time previous to this act-an act which 
bas certainly cast an indelible stain upon the powers concerned in it
the Czarina sent several of her subjects with large sums of money into 
Poland to purchase all of the estates that otrered for sale, at the same 

. time professing publi :: ly the greatest attachment to the interests of that 
devoted mngdom. This bad a double effect, for it not only raised in 

·that country a powerful party completely devoted to her interest, but it 

at the same time and in the same ratio divested a large proportion of 
power and influence from the nobles. This proved · a solid foundation 
for her subsequent acts, for afterwards, when she laid aside the veil 
which covered her designs, the country was so enfeebled by the measures 
she had taken that notwithstanding the glorious and persevering strug
gles of a Kosciusko it fell an easy prey to her rapacity. 

The English Government, up until a few years ago, consid
ered every alien in England as a common enemy, and, as I ha-ve 
shown, students of the law will remember that an alien found 
in any portion of England coming from the same country as 
another came who had committed a crime was held responsible 
for the crime of his escaped brother alien, the law holding that 
all aliens were common enemies and that they had no rights. 

So you will find that the principle I am discussing is not a 
new one but an old one. If the United States Government yields 
to the demand on the part of Japan, every other nation, includ
ing China, would ha ye the right to make the same demand, and 
our Nation wouJd be humiliated and disgraced in the eyes of 
all the world. Our first and highest duty is to protect Amer
ican citizens against this alien domination of our soil. 

God knows there is not an American here that would per
mit the horde of Chinese to leave their shores and invade this 
country, depriving labor of its wage and the farmers of America 
of their land, because no farmer in America can own land, 
with our standard of living and our standard of wages, in 
competition with a Chinaman, who wouJd live on what the 
American farmer throws away. 

I know that Lincoln, when be made his argument in refer
ence to slavery in the United States, appealed to the people of 
the North, not upon the abstract proposition of libe1·ty and 
freedom, not upon the abstract rights of colored men, but he 
made the appeal which found lodgment in the hearts of the 
laborers of the North that was like this: "Do you laboring 
people want to work in competition with slaves, when the owner 
brings them here and gives them nothing but .victuals and 
clothes? Do you bricklayers want to lay brick in competi
tion with slaves? Do you farmers in Illinois want to own land 
in competition with slave owners of the South?" And he won 
the election on that very sensible and rational and high ground. 

I take the same ground with reference to the ownershiJ) of 
the soil by om· own people, and in this way only can we main
tain our high standard of living and our high standard of 
manhood. I would not surrender this · standard until we had 
spent the last life and the last drop of blood that could be 
spent in so righteous a cause and impoverished our country 
for a hundred generations. [Applause.] 

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SISSON. I will. 
l\Ir. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I do not know that the gentle

man intended to, but I am afraid that he left the impression 
he does not want to leave. From my knowledge and informa
tion I do not think the Japanese are less objectionable to the 
American people than the Chinese. I think the standard of liv
ing is similar. 

1\Ir. SISSON. It was not my intention to ·draw odious com
parisons. My own reason for calling especial attention to the Chi
nese is that they have from four to five hundred million people 
and Japan has only forty-odd million people. In other words, 
the danger of Chinese immigration is just in proportion greater 
than that of Japanese immigration owing to the Yast dispropor
tion of the population ·in the two countries. l\fy contention is 
that a special duty rests upon the Federal Government, and 
that the highest duty and the highest obligation which it owes 
to the States is to protect them in their rights. [Applause.] 

Our first and highest duty is to protect American citizens 
against this alien domination of our soil. I want the United 
States Government to hold up the hands of these States so 
long as they are using every effort and every means to pre-rent 
the alien ownership of land by strong and drastic laws. This 
is the duty and obligation which the Federal Go-vernment owes 
to the States. It is a duty I am wi11ing to perform. I do not 
shrink for one moment from the obligation, nor should any 
Member of Congress decline to fulfill this obligation to the Yery 
letter. The President of the United States and the entire Sen
ate ought never attempt to make any treaty with any foreign 
power which would repeal one jot or one tittle of a State consti
tution nor one statute law which she hns passed. 

If the State has trespassed upon the rights of the Fe.deral Gov
ernment, there is only one power on earth with .which any of 
these States have to reckon, and that is the Federal Go>ernment 
itself. I maintain that every law, either in the State constitu 
tion or in her statutes, that does not conflict with the Federal 
Constitution, is sacred. No power on earth, not even the Federal 
Goyernment itself, has the right to lay its hand in violence upon 
the State and deny her this sovereign right. Every Govern
ment dealing with the Federal Government through the Federal 
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authorities sJ1ould understand now and for all time to come thnt · U Congres should pa'S a iaw abl'O"'nting the faud lnws of 
the Federal Go.ernment is one :of d~1egated and not .of inhe:r..ent any State, snch a law would unconstttutionnl and void, :rnd 
powers, and trurt .al1 power not sp cifically granted to the the court would so ho1d. In other words, Dongre s can not 
Federai GoveTD.IIlent in the Federal Constitution are reser"red -enact .a law giving a ·citizen of Virginia a right to u.cquire lands 
to the States, • nd that the President of the United States and m North Carolina in vi'Ohltion of the land laws of North Caro
th-e Senate of the United States not only do not have the t•ight !lina, and yet it is contended t'hat the Presjdent L nd "only two
to coerce these S tes but it is the most sacred obligation which thiTds of the Senate present•• concurring can make a treaty 
they hn e ssumed to p.resene inviolate the rights of these with n. f-0reign po"'-er which will not only abrog:ite the law of 
States, and that :eTery Ufe in America and the last penny Qf North Carolina but will annur n.ny oonstitationnl proYision 'Of 
her rnst resourees are fore•er pledged to the maintenance of that State notwithstanding that the State wa within her rights 
there rights under our glorious F-ederal system-an indissoluble under the Federal Con titution prior to the tre. ty. 
union .of State , possessing every sovereign power except that Let us -see wb~re this contention wm lead u . Suppase the 
which is . eeifically granted in the Constitution to the Federal President and two-thirds of the Senate present should make u 
Go•ernment-and that all -0f the people and all -0f the States treaty with J~apan that all of the subjects of Japnn hould bav-e 
and all of the property of all of the people and of p.11 of the the right to moYe to CaHfornia ruid become citizens therE>of 
Stat.es, as well as their .sacred honor, is pledged to the main- and should ha\e the light to •ote the day they landed there 
tenanee of this system .and that no power, p1ince, or potentate, and an election wa being lte1d, will it be con eded thut they 
and no .combim1ti-0n of all of these, shall ever be permitted to eou.ld vote? They cert~ inly could, unless it is admitted that the 
in any way interfere with these sacred and blood-bought Tights. President and Senate mu t be eontro11ed by the specific powers 

Mr. LEVY. wm the .gentleman yield r eonferrecl UPon them nnd can not invade the re ened powers 
Mr. SI~ON. Y~. 'Of the St-ate. If the power to make a treaty is an abs lute 
l\lr. LEVY. The gent1eman stated that "Japan allows no own- power and unlimited except as to the will of the Pre ident and 

ership of land. 1 ha-ve an article here which states that they the Senate, tb n the Constitution is n farce and Arti~le X is 
.allow ownershlp for 999 years. a mockery. Absolutely no power is reserved to the State . 

l\fr. SISSON. The matter that the gentleman rspeaks of 'is a Suppose t'h:e President and two-th1Tds of the enate present 
lease which is granted to a subject upon the very same doctrine ·should make a treaty with the King of Eng1wd that he should 
that ased Ito prev:ul in England on the system of ... office take ov-er all of the New . England States and that they should 
found," if the gentleman knows what that is. N-0w, you may become ·a part of the British possessions and all of the property 
acquire. through special perm1ssion -of the Emperor of Japan at of the citizens -0f those .States should be divided :among such 
certain ports, nt certain landing places for good , title for com- En~li h subjects as His Majesty might name. No one will 
mercial purposes., and you can acquire land for doing a banking contend that the President and the enate would have ~ucb a 
bu iness by special permit, but no alien can cqufre the fee right. It is absurd you say. Yes; but if the President and the 
imple ti.ti~ to land in J.apan, .and if the gentleman from New Senate nre to be the sole judges of what they may or may not 

York has investigated th~ subject he knows it. I do not care <do under the trenty-making power of the Con titution, then they, 
what the gentleman's newspaper clipping shows. if they determined upon radical and absurd a position, might 

Mr. TOWl\"ER. Will the gentleman yield? do such a thing and .enforce it if you conce<l,e that the power to 
Mr. SiSBON. I will. make a treaty is absolute. 
Mr. TOWNER. Is there lflJlywherc in any treaty provision 1\1y contention is that the President and Senate can do no 

between .Japan and the United States any statement that either such thing, because they have not the power und~r the Con
pnrty 'C1lil ncquire and own real est.at~! stitution, and not because they have the power and will not do 

l\fr. SI.SSON. None at all, so far as I have 'been able to -con- such a thing. If the President and the Senate .are not re
tmU the treaties. I will be very frank with the gentleman. I strained by the Constitution, then they are possessed of .a 
na•e i-00Ired for uil the treaties, but I d-0 n-0t know whether I despotic power. If they can make a. treaty on any subject 
have found ~·ery one or not, but I have not been able to find it and bin<l the people of the States and :ibro;;~te one L'lw which 
in those that I haYe found, .and if Senat-0r RooT is ·correctly the States have passed and had the right t o pass, then ·they 
quoted in the ne spapers, he 'Says identically the same thing. 'Could make a treaty abrogating the enth'e con titution of that 

Mr. TOWNER. The gentleman is a first-class lawyer, and I State and all ·of ber statute laws, and have tl1e power to destroy 
w nt to put in the language of this treaty and-- by this metllod all of th~ States, whose creature the Federal 

l\1r. SISSON. I will lbe very glad if he will. Government is. and by this vei:y lawful method make themselves 
l\Ir. TOWNER {continuing}. What the then undersbmding supreme. I contend tlutt no such power is confened by the 

was. treaty-making clau e t-0 the President .and to the :enate. Their 
And they may there -own- right to make a treaty under that clause, " anythin.g in the 
That is, each party in the land of the other- constitution or laws of any State to the .contrary Dotwithstand-

- And they may there own ·0 r hire and occupy houses. m:anufuetories, ing," meant only to take away from the States the right to mnke 
warehouses, and premises wbicb may be necessary 'for them, '.anll lease treaties, because at that time the States had made treaties and 
lands for :residential and <eommt!rcial purposes. had passed laws to enforce them. The sole purpose .of thnt 

And so forth. clause was to place power to make treaties in the hands of the 
In o.ther words, they may buy houses -and warehouses, but not Federal Government and to divest the States o! that power. 

the land on which they -stand. They may. hnwever, lease the It was nev.er intEnded that through 11.nd by this clau e <th~ 
land upon which they stand. President -0f the United States, with the consent of the Senate, 

Mr. SISSON. And that is the -0nly treat-y I nave ever found should invade tbe saered reserved powers ot the States and to 
wheTe tlmy even ht:rn~ that right. give to the President and two-thirds of ithe Senate more power 

Mt'. ·rowNER. Yes. over the people of the States and :of the United States th.4n the 
Mr. SISSON. And that was -a right which was granted after entire Congress eould have--more poweT even than Congress 

Japan became :one of the commercial nations of the world, :and has to extend rights and p:rtvileges to our -0wn citizeru;-.beeause 
it became to their eommercial intere~ to perrmt men to hav-e Congress as a whole is limited by powers granted in the Con
residences t here in -order that they might <io busmess with those stitution m their -aetivities and powers of control of the Stat-es 
very men. They gave them that T"ight for the est::lblislnnent uf and the citizens thereof; but not so with the President and tlre 
business houses, the establishment of branch houses. They Senate if the treaty-making power is an absolute one; 'be
'Could lease the land for warehouses, for certain water :frontage, cause under a treaty, rights-superior to the rights which a citizen 
for commercial purpo es. .enjoys, might be .conferred upon an a.Hen, which to my mim'l 

Mr. LEVY. Will my colleague allow mer The second wny . 'is :ibstll'd. So I am ilnpelloo to the conclusion that the treaty
for foreigners to hold land in Japan is by the forming of a making power can never deprive the State .of a reeerved power, 
• sbadan..., This is a gToup of three or more foreigners, legally because I can not believe that the States .ever conf.!l'red more 
in~rporated and constituted to hold land in fee simple any- power upon the PreSident and Senate than they did upon the 
wh~re in J .apan tor the l'lll'POSe'S mentioned in the articles uf President, Senate, snd House <0f Representatives combined. 
incorporation. No:r do I believe t'.hat the power .exists under the Constitution 

Mr. SISSON. I do not understand exactly wbat the gentle- ~ permit the President and Senate to destroy U1II' Feder:.I and 
m-an means. The -Only right they hav~ to own 'land :at all is State G-Overnments thr-0ugh the ·treaty-making power. I there
practlCRlly the ownership that is indicuted m the treaty, except fore deny the rto<>'ht -0f the b:eaty-making power to in•ade OaU
by a :Special permit from the Emporer of Japan you may lease fornia and compel her to permit .ti.Hens to own her .own lands in 
land for .a -certain number of years. .spite of California's -desilies and wishes . 

.'Air~ LEVY. Niue hundred and ninety-nine years. If such power doo exist under .onr Federal Constitution, we 
Mr. SISSON~ l\'ow, Mr. Cbah-mtm, to eGntinue my ;a;rgument . 1fu01lld ·at -nnce amend that m:strument and tak~ away su-ch 

where i was interrupted. power. If it exists with us, it is the :only Government except 
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tbe absolute despotisms, .. because Chief Justice Marshall., in ereign capacity as a people, permit the people of the States to 
Foster t'. Neil.son (2 PeL, 313),, says: determine who their friends and associates shall be. 

A treaty is in its nature a contract between two nations"' not a No Senator should vote for any treaty that would give to th.e 
legislative act. It does not generally effect, of itself, the object to be citizen of a foreign nation the right to ac.quil'e land in a sov
accomplished, espectalty so. far- as its -0-peratlon 's. infraterritol'ial, but ereiou State contra1·y to the laws, interests, and wishes of the 
ts carried into exeeutioo by th~ sovereign power of the respec-tive parties ""O 

to the instrument. In the United States a different prindp.le is estab- people of that State. I think every treaty entered into should 
Usbed. Onr Constitutlcm decl"a res a treaty to be a law of the land. provide in hae.c verba that it will not interfere with the ~onsti-

Now, I submit tha t before it can be a law of the land it must tution or laws of any State which are mnde in accordance with 
not trespass. upon the reserved ·power of the· States. If it does the Constitution and not in "Violation of any of its provisions. 
not and is within the power of . the President and Senate to · An alien who has acquired rights to property under existing 
make~ it is the law of the land by virtue of the fact that the laws. should not be deprived of these rights by any law enacted 
President and the Senate have not exceeded their authority. after such alien had acq11ired such title, but I would stand for 
If they have, then to that degree the treaty is null and void the principle that the sovereign State shall be protected in so 
and the court should so declare. It can not be contended that far as the laws which she enacts affect the rights of aliens in 
the President and Senate can not exceed their authority in the future. 
making a treaty~ and if they do~ then the people of the States My own opinion is that every State in the Union should for· 
and of the United States are not "bound by it. bid the alien ownership of lands, and that Congress should 

But~ l\Ir. Chairman, notwithstanding the fact that the posi- never pass any treaty that would annul, change, or modify such 
tion which I have t aken is one which has not always been laws. I b.elieve th.at the people of California know more about , 
accepted by the courts of the country I think it is the soundest. the conditions in California than the peop-le in Maine. and I do 
and the best policy. I am unwilling that the present generation not believe that tbe Senators from Alaine or Mississippi or any 
should be bound by precedeuts of the past to such an extent other State should ever cast their votes to take away from the 
that the people of this day must slavishly follow the precedeuts people of California their sacred right to control their domestic 
of the past laid down by cou:rts l-0ng since dead. l am unwilling concerns and to determine who their associates and the asso· 
that the fieshJe~s fingers of dead judges shall reach up out of ciates of their children shall be. 
the grave to h-Old the present generation in their bony grasp Now, gentlemen of the committee, there were many other 
to the extent that we call' no.t do our own thinking and act in matters in reference to this ti·eaty right that I w~uld have liked 
the light of the glorious present. to have analyzed, but my time will not allow. Since I can not 

This California question is fai.'-reachlng and important in its conclude my remarks, I would like to call attention to the faet 
results. Nearly all of the States of the Union have statutes that tbe crowded conditions throughout the Asiatie countries 
regulating the rights of aliens in reference to acquiring real may bring ab.out the very conditions which the great Emperor 
estate. Some of the States. hate removed all disabilities~ but Napoleoo looked forward to whe.n those people should lea¥n the 
the majority of the States have some limitations of some sort uts of war and lay aside their old religion and doctrine of con
upon tbe rights of an alien to. acquire an interest in land. It tentment and when they become. restless and ambitious. On 
would b.e impossible in a discussion like this. to show the various ooe- occasion he pointed t() the map of the world a.nd said, 
degrees of lim.lta tions expressed in the laws of the various "There lies China, a sleeping giant. Let the world beware 
Sta tes. Nearly every State has some- limitation as. to the right how she awaken him." And right now is the t\me for this Con
o.i' an alien to own land. Some limitations are very, very mild, gress and this administration to· be fair with all the world. 
and are graded,. as it were. up to the most drastic limitations, We have the inalienable right, every nation has the inalienahle 
whieh prevent an alien owning land at all,. unless. he beeomes a right, to admit a friendly alien or exclude an unfriendly alien. 
citizen of the United States or declares his intention of so Every nation h s the right to say, We are- willing to permit a 
becoming a citizen. These- State laws have been passed for the certain class or a certain color or a certain race of people to 
protection o.f the respective States; and even though the come and live with us, becanse we have determined that we can 
courts of the coUDtry sh0-t1ld slavishly follow the wicked prece- assimilate them, but if we should determine that a race different 
dents of the past, and should sustain the President and the in color to oars will be inimical to us and our happiness it is our 
Senate in making a tre.i.ty with a foreign nation enabling the highest right to exclude them altogether. Let us maintain this 
citizens o.f such Nation to own pro11erty just as a citizen of the :principle with our lives a11d sacred hono:r. (Loud applause.] 
United States could own property, the principle is so unsound The CHAIR~!AN. The time of the gentleman from .Missis-
that I am un~illing to submit to it without a protest. sippi has expired. 

This Democratic administration should announce the doe- l\Ir. l\IURDOOK. Mr. Cpairman, I would not be entlrely 
·trine to the world with no... uncertain tone. that the Congress frank in this presence this afternoon if I did not at the outset 
Qi the United States proposes to recognize the right of the speak that which is uppermost in my mind. 'Ihe youngest of 
people of these States to determine who shall own the lands a family, a daughter of 6, city born and bred but eurivus always 
within the State, and that the. Government of the United States about the country, came at last to a visit on a farm and had 
will not prevent the Sta tes from making such land laws as they her first view of a cow and a cow's most valuable fnnction. 
see fit and. proper, provided they do not discriminate against The daughter came home in the evening silent and phi1o
citizens of the United States~ and we should further · announce sophical; but at last she spoke. She said, "Wen, I have found 
tllat the Government of the United States will not interfere cmt where milk comes from; and I am :not pleased" 
with a sovereign State because it does not desire citizens of a 
certain foreign nation to own lands in that State unless they I ask every Member here, Do you think: we would be re-vising 
can become citiz.ens of the State and amenable to the Jaws the tariff as we do if all the 'people of the United States· under
th'0-niof. If the President and Senate should commit themselves stood the method of our procedure? If each of Y('ill' constituents 
to any other proposition, we will have internal broils at home and understood that tariff debate here was merely .. talk," that it 
endless international complications and intermeddling in our aJtered no opinio.ns, changed no votes, corrected no inequalities 
domestic concerns occasioned by the constant complaint of the in the measure, do you thinlr your constituency would be en
alien landowner to his home Government. ti.rely gratified? If the man from home eould come int& this 

It is the attribute of sovereignty o1: any nation to ex.elude presence. the adhe-fent wh{} sits on the front seat at the cam
from its borders any citizen or citizens of any other nation in paign meetings. and blisters his palms in applauding you, if he 
the world.. It has the right to admit the citizens of a friendly could understand that after- the committee and the caucus have 
nation and to. deny admission to the citizens of an un.frj.endly decided on the omnibus mea sure that all amendments will be 
nation . . It has the right to decide for itself whether it is for voted down, without rhyme or reason, whether they are meri
the best interests of its people to. admit a certain race of people torious. or not, I do not think lie would be e-:xactly happy. If the 
or not. The Supreme Court oJ the United States has decided constituents knew that the leader of the majority-the a.ble, 
in numerous cases that it is the inherent sovereign right of courteous gentleman from Alabama-is as supreme here as Na
any nation to. exclude from its borders any race of people that poleon after Austerlitz and that their Congressman is a helpless 
can not be assimilated,· and that the sovereign power of the rndorser, that and' nothi'n.g more, I do not think the folks back 
Government has. the right to make such discriminations as it home wouid joy in your presence here or enthusiasticalfy insist 
sees fit and proper, and that no immigrant from such foreign upon your vindication and triumphant return. H' they knew 
nation has any right to complain because the laws of the that should a man appear here and offer to mankind for the first 
counhy require them to be transported whene.e they came. So time the Ten Commandments as an amendment they would be 
e~;en, if the MemOe-rs o.f Congress do not agree with me in the promptly voted down as not having Qriginated in the- Ways and 
opinion wbieh I entertain in reference to the treaty-making Means Committee or the Demoeratie caucus--
power in the Federal' Cons.titution, they certainly will not dis- Mr. MA.l"'ffl". They would not be adopted on their merits 
a.gree _with me in the conclusion,, that we should, in our sov· no:w on that side. 
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.Mr . .MURDOCK. I do not think they would be particularly 
o>erjoyed. And if thls is your first experience with an omnibus 
bill, and you are finding out where a tariff bill comes from, I 
do not think that you are ex:act1y hilarious. 

Never fear. It will never be known: It is spoken in confi
dence, nOl:; to go beyond those doors. 

The gent1eman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER], who occu
pied the floor on Wednesday last, has spoken with some doubt 
as to the future of the Republican Party. His utterance was 
significant in this: That he and those who think with him are 
not typical of the leadership of their party. For the leadership 
of the Republican Party has no doubt; it indulges in no self
ana1ysis; it still has the attitude of dominion; still speaks 
with the voice of authority; still dallies with its pride in the 
past, and clings to life in the happy hope of a day of national 
misfortune, when, through Democratic error or ill luck, a chas
tened people will turn submissively again to them, and to them 
not only, but, with contrite heart, to their chief doctrine-a pro
hibith·e ta.riff. Theirs is a condition of mind that reads nothing 
significant in the humiliating achievement in a national election 
of only 8 electoral votes, a condition of mind that sees no evi
dence of fatality in a loss in four years of 4,193,000 votes. It is 
the Bourbon mind that, long accustomed to power, can not learn 
and never will learn; for the Republican leaders, those who 
perverted the purpose of that great party, have no real com
promise with the embarrassments of their day, and this is 
best shown not by their attitude in the cocksure days of do
minion, when the Payne-Aldrich bill was framed; nor yet in 
this latter day, when they are waiting for an ungrateful people 
to apologize, but it had its best illustration in that time which 
followed the passage of the tariff law, when the Republican 
leadership, calm eyed and serene, faced a nation in revolt. 

Said the eminent gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] 
in that day, upon this floor on May 12, 1910, six months after 
the passage of the Payne-Aldrich bill, when popular revolt 
against the broken platform pledge of a downward revision was 
raging: 

I am here to-day to say that we did keep our pledge to the very 
letter. both of the platform and of the speeches of the presidential 
candidate. 

In indorsement of that sentiment there w~ applause upon 
the Republican side. 

"Ah," but some one may say, "it was not the House that 
sinned; it was the Senate." Let us see about that. In defense 
of hlti. law Mr. PAYNE said: 

I want to say right here, having been through the third conference 
report on these tariff bills, that at no time under any circumstances 
about any bill has the House had ns much its own way in settling the 
disputes in conference ·as it had in this very bill which is now the law 
of the land. 

And again, in indorsement of this statement, the RECORD 
shows "Applause on the Republican side." 

And did the author of the bill expect defeat for his party? 
Not at all. With political disorder on every hand and popular 
protest crying aloud and revolution raging everywhere, the gen
tleman from New York, concluding his encomium on the Payne 
law, hurled this defiance at the Democrats: 

We will meet you next November. We will meet you with this law. 
We will meet your food prices. We will meet you with lower food prices, 
not withstanding what you may say about this law. You exult now. You 
always do in May. We celebrate in November. 

There was applause again on the Republican side. It is 
Yiolating no confidence to say that he did meet you in Novem
ber-but IJ,e did not celebrate. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

The Democrats celebrated. The northern Democrat, howeYer, 
celebrated with considerable reserve. In many instances the 
Democratic candidate for Congress in the North had the feel
ing that he had been elected through a determined popular 
purpose not to elect him but to defeat his Republican opponent. 
He had a sense of weakening obligation to his Democratic 
brethren, a sense of broadening responsibility to the voters of 
all parties. He did not oYeruse the party name in his speeches 
or dwell too fondly on the superiority of his party's faith. 

The party lines were down. Rings were collapsing and bosses 
of both parties were being sent into exile. The voter was becom· 
ing independent and the old methods of machine control · were 
passing. The Pemocratic Congressman conformed. In many 
instances he wanted to conform, but whether he wanted to or 
not, he conformed to public sentiment. And inasmuch as the 
Ilepublican defeat had seemed in part, at least, a rebuke for a 
failure to revise the tariff Jownward, the Democrats in Congress 
set out on the revision of the tariff. How did they set out to 
reyise the tariff? A schedule at a time. r:::-here was no omnibus 
ta.riff bill then. There was no talk of rules to cut the right of 
amendment and debate and separate Yotes. There was little of 

the haughty spirit of control. They did not offer many schedules. 
They offered a few. The schedules were not all good. But their 
details were all visible. They could be examined. And a repre
sentative of the people could -vote intelligently. 

. A year, two years. ha>e passed, and now comes the most sig
m:ficant development of the hour-the Democratic assumption 
of partisan control of public sentiment. They ha\ ..! the White 
House and the Congress. They gained them through a dissolu
tion of old party lines and old party :prejudice . And now they 
haye set out to restore them again. In the midst of a day when 
nearly every precinct, county, and State has turned against its 
boss, its ring, and its naclline, the D-::mocr~ tic P~rty, the bene
ficiary of the new order of things, bas set out heart-free and 
sedulously to restore them again. The work begins here. Here 
is the inauguration of the process which puts party success 
above the public weal. Secrecy in caucus here, t:t.e gag, the 
omnibus bill, and unfair methods of legislation here pt'ecede and 
point the way to the restoration of the machine in the State, the 
ring in the county, the boss in the precinct out oYer the country. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] In two years the Democrats, 
come into power timidly after long absence from place, have 
grown quickly bold, and we have as the dominant, striking, 
significant note of our hour the air of absolute Democratic as
surance of successful control, by machine methods, of the elec
torate. 

How soon will the assurance that has departed from correct 
legislative methods tQ unjust ones; how soon will 'it turn to 
arrogance? How soon will follow fast on the heels of arro
gance the ineYitable fall? Let some of the Democrats consider. 
The waters of the political passions and prejudices of the past 
have gone over the old partisan wheel in this land. They will 
never turn that wheel again. A goodly proportion of the Demo
crats in Congress were elected by the votes of men who had 
been outraged by the performances of the Republican bosses. 
and who in asking for relief from obviously excessive tariff 
duties desired and still desire to retain what is best in the 
protective policy. And Jet the Democrats remember that as 
the revolt against a prohibitive tariff grew, there was simul
taneously a movement among Democratic yoters away from 
the old free-trade view and toward the belief in a policy of 
sufficient protection to put the American on equal terms with 
his foreign competitor in the world's markets. This merger of 
formerly antagonistic elements in the country has been a po
tential factor in confusing old party Jines. Surely many Demo
cratic Congressmen know the extent of that sentiment in their 
districts, and some of them must sympathize with this view. 
And yet, after two years of power granted conditionally upon 
their ability to respond to public demands, regardless of party, 
these Democrats propose to vote for an omnibus tariff bill, of 
which the author, the gentleman from Alabama [Ur. UNDER
WOOD], said last Wednesday, "The Democratic Party stands 
for a tariff for revenue only, with the emphasis on the word 
only," and that this bill was written with no idea of protection. 

The same Democrats, blindly responding to the same parti
san machine methods, are indorsing the promise to the con
sumer of lower cost of living. In l\Iay, 1010, the gentleman 
from New York said: "We will meet you with lower food 
prices in November." So to-day the Democrats are making 
the same old promise in the same old way. It might haYe been 
a profitable political promise 30 years ago, or 20 years ago. 
But it was not a profitable promise three years ago, and it will 
not prove profitable now, for the greater part of the people of 
the United States have come to know that other elements be
sides the tariff enter into the higher costs, the operation of 
middlemen, transportation charges, waste, overcapitalization, 
our credit system, storage, manipulation of markets, the urban 
congestion, the gain in gold supply, the excesses of unregulated 
trade, among them. 

The greater part of the people of the United States know thls 
fact, -and they no longer consider the tariff as the one funda
mental social problem, convenient as the party candidate may 
regard it. On the contrary, the electorate is turning to a suney 
of all the factors involved in the problem and with especial 
eagerness to the great economic, humanitarian questions which 
the Progressiye Party has essayed to identify and solYe. 

Few men, if any, know this tariff bill. There are men who 
have knowledge of single schedules or paragraphs in it, but as 
a rule eyen that knowledge is not technical and therefore is to 
a degree uncertain. If the bill passes-and it will-before next 
Christmas its sponsors will be preparing amendments to it. No 
man can grasp an omnibus tariff bill. A single schedule is diffi
cult enough, heaven knows. And yet a measure of this kind, 
needing always light, was drawn first in a committee sitting 
behind closed doors. The information the committee llad w·ns 
iricomplete, unreliable, and chaotic, the typical jumble of data 
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char acteri tic of unscientific tariff hearings. Finally adjusted 
on a compromise of the unknown differences among the majority 
members of the Ways and i\Ie:ins Committee, it was placed be
fore a secret caucus for conventional consideration. It was not 
changed much there. It will not be changed much here. It 
is a long measure, containing thousands of items, each of 
them presenting its own peculiar problem, and hundreds of 
them touching intimately, vitally, and in many instances 
technically the daily life of. our 90,000,000 people. _ This 
mea sure, a giant switchboard connecting every home and store 
and factory in the land, is to be set up under the gag and 
duress of caucus rule. There is to be no opportunity to cor
rect its inequalities, should they be discovered, by separate 
record votes, and record votes here are the potential votes. This 
is the haphazard way of an omnibus tariff bill. It is unfair 
and it is unwise. No man would treat his own business thus, 
no man would treat his -0wn family thus, and no man ought to 
treat his Nation so. [Applause.] 

I shall vote against this omnibus measure. I have voted for 
and r_gainst Democratic tariff bills in the past when they were 
presented separately, so that discriminating and intelligent votes 
could be cast. There is no man here who can say that I have 
voted against any measure because it was of Democratic 
origin. 

If tlle Democratic Party should break this omnibus bill up 
into parts and give time for intelligent consideration and sepa
rate record Yotes on each of the schedules and the income-tax 
feature, a principle which I strongly favor, I would vote for 
those schedules which I thought to be right and just and 
founded on information and I would vote against others. In 
my legislative experience, where the good and the bad are 
mingled in an omnibus measure, I have always tried to cast a 
vote based on my best judgment and information. If the good 
predominated 1n a measure, in my opinion, I voted aye; if the 
bad, I yoted no. In this bill I believe the bad predominates. 
[Applause.] 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. STRINGER] challenges the 
Progressives to carry out that part of the national platform 
which pledges downwru.·d revision. Let me say to the gentle
man from Illinois that the Progressive Party stands for a 
downward revision of the tariff with wisdom, justice, and 
reason. It has pledged no one to stand for an omnibus bill that 
will necessarily and admittedly cause injury to thousands. 
The Progressive Party is for revision· to a competitive protective 
basis and industrial growth; it is not for free trade and injury 
and destruction. [Applause.] 

Mr. BORLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MURDOCK. I regret I can not. I must go on. The 

Progressive Party stands for a true competitive tariff, a pro
tective tariff which shall equalize the conditions of competi
tion between the United States and foreign countries, for the 
manufacturer and for the farmer, and which shall maintain for · 
labor an adequate standard of living, and it believes in pro-

• ceeding scientifically, upon information, with the presumption in 
favor of the consuming public, and with fair legislative meth
ods-a schedule at a time. 

What information has the House upon this bill? 
Let me give a single instance of the injustice of the methods 

we are pursuing. 
Paragraph 202 of the bill reads as follows-undei· dutiable 

list: 
Wheat, 10 cents per bushel. 
Paragraph 648-under free list-reads as follows: 
Wheat flour and semolina, provided that wheat flour shall be subject 

to a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem when imported directly or indi
re<!tly from a country, dependency, or other subdivision of Government 
which imposes a duty on wheat flour imported frcm the Un.ited States. 

Note now that the duty on wheat is specific, a stationary 
duty, and that the duty on wheat flour is an ad valorem, a 
fluctuating duty. Canada levies a duty against flour from the 
United States. Now read a letter from a miller in Wellington, 
Kans., George H. Hunter, under date of April 14, 1913: 

DEAR Mn. MURDOCK: We have no objection to the duty being en
tirely removed on wheat and flour. 

If there is a duty, it should be specific and on both wheat and flour 
alike. 

If a specific duty of 10 cents a bushel be placed on wheat, a specific 
duty of 50 cents per barrel should be placed on flour and not an ad 
valorem duty on flour. 

If a specific duty of 10 cents a bushel be placed on wheat and a 
10 per cent ad valorem duty on fiour, it would work out just the same, 
provided wheat would be worth $1 in Canada, but in case wheat should 
be worth only 50 cents per bushel in Canada, then Canadian mllls 
would have an a.dvantage over American mills of 25 cents per barrel 
on flour. • 

Is he right? It appears to me that he is. D-0 you know that 
he is wrong? You do not. And if he is right, do you call that 
a competitive rate? 

Here is another instance : 
Pa ragraph 190 of the bill reads as follows: 
Under the dutiable list: Cattle 10 per cent ad valorem. 
Paragraph 552 of the bill reads as follows: 
Under the free list: Meats; fresh beef, veal, mutton, lamb, and pork, 

bacon and hams ; meats of all kinds prepared or preserved, not specially 
provided for in this section. 

Now, listen to a letter from John A. Edwards, a cattleman of 
Eureka, Kans. In his letter to me he says that free cattle is 
of little concern to the cattle raisers, but that they are opposed 
to the entrance of meat, because inasmuch as the foreign ·packer 
happens to be the American packer also, he will use the pro
visions to the injury of the cattle raiser. Then he adds: 

But should there be foreign, but not American but<!hers, wbo might 
have meat they w1sll to ship to our shores and sell, they would be pre
vented by still another insw·mountable obstacle. Our packer either 
owns or controls or bas leased all tbe ocean space of meat-carrying 
refrigerator ves els. No one can import except our packer. We are 
very certa in of tbis fact, because during the history of the cattlemen 
of Kansas exporting has been tried. At every foreign market we found 
that our American packer was guarding the foreign entrance. So 
strong is he in his control that be can absolutely pre-vent any cattle 
man in Americ!l. from shipping abroad. It certainly follows, then, 
that the American packer can prevent the foreign butcher from entering 
our ports. 

Is this cattleman right? It seems so to me. Do you know 
he is wrong? You do not. And if he should be right, what will 
your provision a.mount to? 

These are but two views of the least technical items among 
thousan<ls. Neuly every item in the bill has as many angles. 
In each of them are controlling facts. But Congress does not 
know them and can not know them under present methods. 

There is a way to revise the tariff correctly, and that is in the 
open, with time for consideration, with full right o..~ amendment 
and debate, a schedule at a time, and upon data scientifically. ,, 
gathered by men specially trained for the work. 

Therefore the Progressive Party stands for the creation of a 
scientific nonpartisan tariff commission, to be advisory to Con
gress, with power and authority to eHcit inform~tion and col
late data upon which to base a competitive protection tariff. 

The Democrats are against such a commission; and the 
Republicans who dominate their party, are they for it? Some 
of the Republicans have spoken favorably of it. But what does 
tlle record show? 

I have in mind two scenes, both of them on this floor. Both 
are illuminating, for they show how futile it is for the people to 
expect tariff relief from the old parties. The first scene was on 
1\!ay 23, 1910. There was pending an appropriation in connec .. 
tion with the action of the President in carrying out a provision 
in the act of August 5, 1909-the Payne law-for the appoint
ment of a tariff board under the maximum and minimum clause 
of this act. The gentleman from New York [Mr. FITZGERALD] 
reserved the point of order. Ur. Dalzell, of Pennsytrnnia, for 
the Republicans, explaining what transpired in conference with 
the Senate, said: 

The House conferees said to the Senate conferees, "You have a pro
vision in here that looks to the creation of a tarili' eommlssion, and the 
House is opposed to a tariff commission and will never agree to the bill 
in that shape." 

Mr. Dalzell also said : 
I am opposed to a tariJf commission. For practical purposes a tariff 

commission would be utterly worthless. I can not conceive of a more 
mischievous scheme to unsettle the business conditions of the country 
than is to be found in the proposal to establish a permanent tariff com
mission. 

The point of order was sustained, with Mr. MANN, of Illinois, 
in the chair. 

For while the board, now no longer in existence, had been 
established with limited powers, there was still _.a widespread 
public demand then that a · permanent tariff commission be 
established. The agitation of the question by Senator Beveridge 
and others had awakened the Nation to the actual necessity o:fi 
light upon the subject of th€ tariff. In our long tariff history, 
a history of recurring periodic fear, ru trust, agita tlon, unrest,_ 
business disturbance, and disorder, every party which had of
fered and defended a random, guesswork tariff had finally paid 
the penalty to an indignant public. The people had wearied o:fl 
the system which made the business of the country the football 
of the politicim;1s. 

For 30 years there had been a demand for a scientmc revision 
upon data adduced by a nonpartisan commission. There were 
those in the Republican Party who feared to resist that public 
demand longer, and under this pressure, in January, 1911, a 
tariff commission bill passed the House. This bill was made 
the unfinished business of the Senate February 28, 1911. 
Finally Senator Beveridge was able to force action and the bill 
passed the Senate on the morning of March 4, 1911. There 
followed in the House that morning one of the most curious 
scenes in ~e history of the American Congress. The people 
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were about to come into possession of a law that would bring 
justice to producer and consumer and peace to business and 
equity to domestic commerce and expansion to our foreign 
trade. The bill for a tariff commission was at last about to 
pass and become a law. At lligh noon the .Congress would die. 

Here and in many of the State legislatures it is not an in
frequent trick to turn back the hands of the clock just before 
the hour of adjournment. The clock was not turned back that 
morning. The House went from one scene of disorder into 
another. After great difficulty that morning, with the gentle
man from New York [Mr. FITZGERALD] and others making 
points of no quorum and demanding the ayes and nays, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, l\1r. Dalzell, succeeded in placing 
before the House a resolution from the Committee on Rules 
providing that the tariff commission act should be acted 
upon at once, "the previous question being considered as or
dered on a motion to concur in the Senate amendments ' en 
gross.'" . 

The measure was about to become the law of the land. If 
it had become the law, history might have-would have-been 
different to-day. 

l\Ir. FITZGERALD, opposed to the measure, in the midst of the 
great confusion, made the point of order against the resolution. 

The Speaker, 1\Ir. Cannon, was abont to rule when Mr. FITZ
GERALD moved to adjourn. Mr. Dalzell made the point that the 
motion was dilatory. This was argued in the midst of tumult. 
The .precious moments were passing. But after a time the 
Chair sustained the point of order. Mr. FITZGERALD appealed 
from the decision of the Chair. That was held to be dilatory. 
Mr. Dalzell explained the resolution and asked for the previous 
que tion. After the viva voce ·rnte Mr. FITZGERALD asked for a 
cliYision. The ayes for the resolution were 127, the noes 77. 

l\fr. FITZGERALD demanded tellers. Then l\Ir. Dalzell de
manded the yeas and nays. It took about 35 minutes in that 
dny to call the yeas and nays. Every minute now was doubly 
precious. There was laughter in the House when 1\Ir. FITZ
GERALD exclaimed : 

Oh, well, if the gentleman wishes to filibusfor, all right. 
The yeas and nays were ordered and called. The question 

then came on agreeing to the resolution. And the record here 
becomes unusually interesting. lUr. FITZGERALD demanded a 
division, l\Ir. Dalzell called for the ayes and nays. And now 
the Clerk called the roll for the first time. At the end of that 
proceeding lUr. Ta~ey submitted a conference report on the 
general deficiency bill. The roll call, which is not interrupted 
as a rule, had been half finished. Upon l\Ir. Tawney's motion, 
the tumult in the Chamber grew: Points of order were made, 
l\ferubers were in great confusion. The vote was taken on the 
conference report. although the vote had ne~r been completed 
on the tariff commission resolution. Division was demanded, 
and then the ayes and noes. The dry-as-dust CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, which indulges in no descriptions, says on that day · 
" many Members _rose." The Speaker cried, "The Sergeant 
at A.rms will take the mace and see that the gentlemen are 
seated." 

The RECORD says : 
The Clerk proceeded with the calling of the roll. The Sergeant at 

Arms, bearing the mace, appeared at the head of the center aisle. 
The yeas and nays were called. So the conference report 

was agreed to. Then, in a storm of renewed confusion, the half
comr)leted roll call on the resolution was taken up. The motion 
on the resolution carried. Then Mr. FITZGERALD moved to re
commit the Senate amendments to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 1\lr. Dalzell made the point of order. The point was 
argued. The Speaker oyerruled the point of order. Mr. FITZ
GERALD demanded the pre•ious question on his motion. Mr. 
Tawney, of .l.\Iinnesota, made the point of order that it was 
dilatory. After great confusion, the previous question was 
taken. l\fr. PAYNE and Mr. Tawney demanded tellers. l\fr. 
PAYNE demanded the ayes and noes. The ayes and noes were 
ordered. The vote was now on the motion to commit. That 
roll call was neYer finished. In the midst of it high noon was 
approaching, the resolution was withdrawn by l\fr. PAYNE, and 
the bill for a permanent tariff commission died. 

There are some scenes in Congress that leave no adequate 
record bemnd them. On the day of this scene, on March 4, 1911, 
the Republican Party was passing out of the control of the 
House. The Democrats were opposed to a tariff commission 
openly. The Republican leaders were claiming to favor it. 
Here was the one chance to give the people of this country a 
great reform. 

The resolution, which was delayed by n filibuster and finally 
withdrawn, if brought forward 12 hours sooner, or 6 or 4, 
could ha rn been adopted and the measure passed. But the 
Helmblican leaders did not bring it forward in time. The people 

of the United States and a majority of their Senators and 
Representatives were for it. The leaders were not for it, and 
the tariff-commission bill died. There is sometimes written 
in a dreary page of obscure parliamentary wrangle the end 
of some great and worthy aspiration when the will of the many 
seeking to write itself into concrete law has been defeated 
by the machinations of a few. But there are times when it is 
not done without penalty, and the turn in fortune of a great 
party ._proud, powerful, magnificent in its memories and acmeve
ments, but grown deaf to the voice of the people, has sometimes 
swung upon as small a pivot as this. 

EYentually the Nation will have its way in the matter. If 
justice to the producer and wage earner and consumer can be 
accomplished through a tariff passed intelligently and based 
on data expertly gathered and understandably presented, every 
day under the old blind, haph>lzard, random method will bring 
the consummation nearer realization. And the Progressive 
Party stands for the earliest possible accomplishment of this 
refOrm. It is not for any halfway, sham-efficient, make-believe 
mensure. It is for a commission with power and authority to 
adduce all the facts. It ought to be scientific; it ought to be 
nonpartisan; it ought to be authorized to report both to the 
President and to the Congress; it ought to have not merely the 
right of statistical survey of a situation but the right to 
bring to its task all the faculties which will develop helpful 
information. With such powers it will be of yalue not only in 
revisions of the tariff where they are undertaken a schedule at 
a time and abreast the industrial changes of the day but also 
in the production of data in conjunction with the regulation of 
excesses of domestic trade, which are not due alone to the 
tarjff. 

The poUtical and economic view of the tariff by the Pr.ogres
sive Party is grounded in a belief that a prohibitirn protection 
tariff, as ad•ocated by the Repnb.licans, isolates American in
dustry and weakens it for contest in foreign neutral markets; that 
a Democratic for-re...-enue-onJy tariff exposes the Ame1ican pro
ducer to injurious competition and robs American industries of 
the strength necessary for the conquest of foreign fields; that a 
Progressive tariff, equalizing conditions of competition between 
the United States and foreign countries, maintaining for labor 
always an adequate standard of living, will, without weakening 
industry by giving it too much help or too little, put the 
American where he belongs, by ms efficiency, his energy, his 
genius, and his deserts-out into the markets of the world 
equipped to win ms rightful share in a fair contest for the 
world's business. 

Necessary to that achievement are facts. And a nonpartisan 
scientific tariff commission can produce the facts. And With 
the facts once in hand and with the help of the other measures 
for industrial growth and economic justice which the Progres
sive Party advocates there will come, with the period of ex
clusiveness past under a Progressive tariff, peace and plenty 
and prosperity at home, not for a few but for all, and abroad 
for America and Americans world-wide commercial conquest· 
[Applause.] 

Gentlemen, I thank you. [Applause.] . 
I append the minority report on the Underwood bill made by 

me as a illeruber of the Ways and Means Committee: 
MINORITY VIEWS. 

(To accompany H. R. 3321.) 
If there had been wanting in the tariff experience of the past proof of 

the absolute necessity of a tariff commission, as- proposed by the Pro
gressive Party, the present measure, H. R. 3321, alone would supply it. 
As a result of the methods used in the preparation of this bill the few 
men who drafted it are not warranted in feeling certainty as to its ef
fects and most of those who have indorsed it in caucus as a party meas· 
ure can not have in the nature of things other than a superficial knowl
edge of its provisions. This view is addressed not to the income-tax 
feature of the bill, a most commendable method of raising revenue it 
the statute be equitably drawn, but to the determination of the rates of 
import duties and the preparation of the free list. The rates of duties 
and the free list embrace 4,000 and more items and touch directly or 
indirectly every line of industry, husbandry, and trade in the country. 
All the provisions of the bill in the matter of the tarilf, in greater or 
less degree, enter into the delicately interrelated adjustment of the 
Nation's industrial life Yet this task of revision, admittedly difficult 
always, bas been undertaken again with the old disregard of correct 
methods for the collation of accurate information and in defiance of· a 
universal popular der;:iand that the tariff shall be revised scientifically. 
a schedule at a time, upon data that is not ex parte, with full right of 
debate and amendment and without secrecy in caucus or committee and 
without cloture in Congress. 

The error which characterized the earlier stages of preparation of the 
Payne-Aldrich Tariff Act, framed by the Republicans in 1900 and now 
the law of the land, was repeated in the preparation of this measure. As 
before, the information elicited by the Committee on Wa:vs and Means 
at hearings was largely the ex parte evidence of the manufacturer or the 
importer, information which is unsystematic and which as a rule ob
scures rather than illuminates. As a result the rates based upqfi such 
information either in friendly credence of it or in antagonistic disbelief, 
while they may approximate the estimated revenu eR they nre ex()t!cted to 
produce, can .not and do not make for: a just tadff as between the pro
ducer, the wage earner, and the consumer. The rates in the blll were 
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made In secret and the adjustment of differences between the majority 
members of the Ways and Means Committee, an adjustment which is 
basic and vital in the constr·uction of any tariff measure, took place 
behind closed doors. The measure was then passed on to a secret party 
caucus where the fact that only a fe w changes were made in the com
mittee dt·aft Is not proof of the mea ure's invulnerability but evidence 
of a perfunctory consideration given the long technical bill. If the his
tory of the bill to this point should be followed by caucus gag rule in Its 
consideration in the House, the measure will lack in its method 01' con
struction in the House none of the indefensible features which have 
marked the course of previous tariff legislation and which have caused 
the whole Nation to look upon tariff revisions as either selfish or inex
pert and to view every tariff ·change with anxiety and distrust. 

The Democratic Party has proposed a tariff which will be injurious to 
many indJstrie and may be destructive to some. Under the guise ot 
reducing the cost of living it may destroy the very basis of our indus
trial prosperity. Proposing and promising to cheapen the food a.nd 
clothing of the workingman, it may take from him the very means by 
which he ca.n earn his livelihood. Proclaiming in one statement that it 
is cheapening the articles used by the farmer, in the next statement it 
opens the .American market to foreign agricultural and dairy products. 
As a Progressive, I agree with the principles of an income tax; I agree 
with the effort wherever it has been exercised wisely to reduce exces
sive duties, bat I dissent with all emphasis to the assertion "that in the 
majority of instances the rates of duty in this bill are based on data 
sufficiently full, accurate, and reliable to make certain that justice will 
be done the consumer, the wage earner, and the producer. I believe that 
the tariff can be revised with justice to the consumer, the wage earner, 
and the producer if the plan proposed by the Progressive Party is fol
lowed. This plan contemplates a policy of trade expansion. It stands 
for the extension of our foreign commerce. It would have the Amer
ican producer develop that measure of strength which will enable him 
to maintain himself and to prosper in foreign neutral markets as in the 
new Orient and in other fields which are opening to him. The Progres· 
sive Party believes that that measure of strength can not come to him 
if, on_ the one hand, he is the dependent of weaKening prohibitive tariffs 
or if, on the other band, he is exposed to unrestricted foreign competi
tion. 

The Progressive Party's position on the tariff is therefore distinct. It 
does not believe in the Democratic position as outlined In the Baltimore 
platform of 1912, which proposes to remove all protection. It does not 
believe in the Republican position which, as evidenced by the last Repub
lican offering, the present Payne-Aldrich taritr law, proposes to keep 
the duties prohibitive. The Progressive Party believes i.n a protective 
tariff which shall equalize conditions of competition between the United 
States and foreign countries, both for the fat·mer and the manufacturer, 
and which shall maintain for labor an adequate standard of living. 
This would be a true competitive tariff, and the Progressive Party main· 
tains that in the framing of such a tariff consideration of all factors 
affecting the competitive strength of ~n industry here and in foreign 
lands is pre1·equisite. Therefore the Progressive Party would bring to 
the task complete machinery for the development of data in regard to 
all those factors through the creation of a nonpartisan scientific tarifl'. 
commission. This commission should be empowe·red to report as to the 
cost of production, efficiency of labor, capitalization, industrial organi
zation and efficiency, and the genernl competitive position in this coun
try and abroad of industries seeki.ng protection from Congress ; and as 
to the effect of the tariff on prices, on operations of middlemen, and on 
the purchasing power of the consumer ; and as to the revenue-producing 
power of the tariff and its relation to the resources of government; and 
it should be given power also to pre&ct·ibe a uniform system of account
i.ng for the protected industries. 

Upon all facts collated by the tariff commission the Progressive Party 
would construct a tariff bill, one schedule at a time, in the open, not 
upon haphazard information, but upon facts adduced by scientific re
search and free from the distortion of designing interests and selfish 
purpose. Without such facts and such data as a basis for levying du
ties no tarifr measure can be just. Without the assistance of such a 
tariff commission any omnibus tariff measure must continue to be a 
leap in the dark. 

'l'he Progressive Party proposes to let in the light. It stands for an 
effective tarifr commisston with power to elicit i.nformatlon. The his
tory of the recent Tariff Board and the manner of its destruction, the 
history of a bill for a permanent tariff commission which passed the 
House in the last session of the Sixty-first Congress, was held back in 

·the Senate by the Republicans until March 3, and finally killed in the 
House on March 4 by a Democratic filibuster, show plainly how vain it 
is to hope for relief along the lines of effective tariff commission reform 
from either the Republican or the Democratic Party. 

The continuation of the old method of tariff construction has become 
a national scandal, unjust alike to consumer and producer, unfair to 
labor, and destructive of the peace to which legitimate nusmess is en
titled. Therefore the Progressive Party offers its plan of an effective 
tarifr commission. 

Asked to choose between extortion on the one hand and injury to 
industry on the other, I, as a member of the Progressive Party, believe 
that in the consideration of this bill, if opportunity be offered, support 
should be given to any proposition, whatever its origin, effecting a rea
sonable reduction of a duty obviously excessive; but that support should 
not be given to radical reductions offered wholesale and not founded in 
reason or on adequate information and presented in an omnibus bill. 

VICTOR MURDOCK. 

1\fr. PAYNE. 1\fr. Chairman, I wish the Chair would notify 
me when I have consumed 50 minutes. 

The CHAIRMA.J.~ (Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee). Fifty min
utes? 

Mr. PAYNE. Yes. 
The gentleman from Kansas [Mi. l\IURDOCK] has entertained 

the House with a prophecy which I put into the RECORD, it 
seems, in May, 1910. 

Well, when I said that, one Theodore Roosevelt was hunting 
lions in Africa [laughter] and I did not dream, and the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. MURDOCK] did not dream that he 
would go back on bis promise to the people of the United States 
and come back and ask for a third term of the Presidency, and 
then attempt to break up his party which had honored him, by 
running independently or on · another ticket, with the sole pur
pose and effect of putting the Republican Party in the minority. 

L--41 

If my friend from Kansas bad dreamed of that be would not 
then have joined in the applause on the Republican side with 
which my prophecy was greeted. [Laughter.] Ile voted for 
the "infamous" Payne measure when ft came into the House, 
and, if. I remember correctly, he voted for the conference report 
after that came to the House. If I am wrong about that, I 
will accept his correction. 

l\Ir. MURDOCK. I did not vote for the conference report. 
Mr. PAYNE. I accept the gentleman's statement as to that. 
Mr. MANN. He followed my lead at that time. 
Mr. PAYNE. But he voted for the bill as it was first re

ported to the House. 
But, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Kansas [l\Ir. MUR

DOCK] is makiI1g prophecies himself to-day. He ought to have 
profitetl by my example. [Lau~bter. J He ought to have re
membered the recent election in Chicago, where. while his 
present party had two to one over Taft last ~o,ember, they 
were beaten this spring by three to one by the Republicans; and 
in St. Louis, where Roosevelt made that famous effort to rally 
the 25.000 people who voted for him last fall, but he only got 
4,200 of them to vote his ticket this sp1ing. In l\Iicbigan, where 
he went this spring with his lieutenant. 1\Ir. Beveridge, to an
nihilate ·the Republican Party, Michigan that gave him 60.000 
and more plurality over Taft last fall, l\1ichigan this spring, 
after his effort and his monopoly of effort in campaigning, 
turned to the Republican Party and elected the very judges 
whom he had denounced personally upon the stump. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

But, of course, the principal portion of the so-called Pro
gressive Party now in this House ha-rn simply a loose-jointed 
prophetic view which they are taking of the situation, and they 
seem unable to realize that like the bumblebee their party was 
the biggest in the borning and has been losing gromi.d ev.er since. 
[Laughter.] · "' 

Mr. Chairman, was the revision of 1909 a revision downward? 
Does any man ask that question to-day? If he does, I take up 
the majority report, signed by all the Democratic members of 
the committee, at page 4Sl. These figures come from the 
official records of the Treasury Department, and from this ma
jority report it appears that the average ad valorem duty on 
all imports the last year of the Dingley law, and the lowest 
year of the- Dingley law or the next to the lowest, was 23.88 
per cent; and in 1912," under this much maligned. slandered, 
and lied-about existing tariff law, it was ·18.58 per cent, a re
duction of 22.2 per cent on the Dingley ad v::ilorern rntes. 

And then, reading a little further from that report, I find 
that the present committee estimate the duties to be raised the 
next year under their bill at $267,000.000 on the same imports 
that came in in 1912, when the average ad >alorem was 18.58 
per cent; and on the same calculation their average ad valorem 
would be 16.27 per cent, an average ad >alorem reduction of 
12.5 per cent from the last year of the present law. After all 
this holloing and shouting and lying for four years the com
mittee come in with that official report, which is correct. The 
only doubt I have about the correctness of it is as to the ad 
valorem under the· present bill, because it is upon importations 
which will be greatly changed in the first year that they barely 
cut down the ad valorem 12.5 per cent as against 22.2 per cent 
by the present Jaw. 

Why, the revision was downward, Mr. Chairman. No man 
that ever read the bill with sufficient intelJigence to have broken 
into Congress ever doubted it in his heart after he had gone 
through the bill. Ob. the extravagance that was indulged in! 
Wby, my genial friend, . the Speaker of tbe House, bonPst as 
he is, with an honest e.~Qberance of imagination which some
times leads him away from the straight and narrow path, 
indulging his imagination in extravagant statement, said soon 
after the bill was passed that our maximum duties, adding 25 
per cent ad valorem in case we did not get fair trade relations, 
were put in there knowing that we would not get any fair con
cessions from the countries across the water, and were intended 
as a joker to raise the duties 25 per cent ad va1orem above 
what they were in the minimum tariff. His thinking apparatus 
was not working at that time. I laughed at him about it the 
other day, and be said, "Oh, well, you would have done it if 
you bad dared to." Did it ever occur to him that being men 
with some sort of sense we would not dare to add 25 per cent 
ad valorem to the rates in this bill as a joker to come in on all 
imports? We knew that Great Britain would give us fair trade 
relations and that she would get the minimum rate of dnty. 
Knowing that, we knew that her rivals-Germany, France. and 
Russia-would give us fair trnde relations. and they did, and 
now come in here with their imports at the lower rate of duty. 
They all took advantage of our concessioru . EYery unfair 
trade discrimination has been removed under this maximum and 
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minimum -:pro~ision, .and <>Ur exports have increa ed by leap~ 
and bounds. But. l\lr. Chairman, let us come down to n little 
later history of this subject, and this i in tbe history -of the 
last four yea~. l\1y Democratic friends haTe been exper-imenting 
with the making of tariff bllls. They came in iJ:iere -and ·saM 
they did :net need any infurmatfon to writ.e ·a revenue-tariff bill. 
My friend from Alabama, .Mr. UNDERWOOD, h-as had a Change 
of heart within two years. He nmd.e .a speeeb in the House of 
Represeirtattves on the Tariff Board biU, in which h~ -said he 
was for it, und -the Democrats should be for it. Why? Because 
in writing a Democratic revenue bill it was more neeessary, he 
said, than in writing a protective-tariff bill to have a.eeurat.e 
inf-0r:mation that W6nld come from a tariff board. 

When he g-0t into power he went at it with blaeksmith•s 
tools, as was correctly described by the Senator from Wiscon
sin, in forming a tariff bill. and with no more information than 
he could gather :from what we left him two years before. 

He started -0nt to make H rernnue bill, but the committee 
.:fn.iled, and th~y confess in their report that it will fall short 
$\;8,W0,000, and this in addition to the present corporation tax 
Qf $30,000,000. They are eompelled to provide for a deficit of 

99,000,000, including the corporation tax. As a tariff-for
re·rnnne men sure it is a -signal failure. If the threatened stag
nation in business should materiali-ze there wiil be a material 
falling off in customs revenue and in income-tax receipts, creat
ing a large deficit. 

Ile made a metal schedule, and they ha-.e criticized Mr. Taft 
because be -.etoed that metal schedule. Why, -one Woodrow 
Wilson made .a speech in the campaign in New J'ersey in which 
he solemnly told the fal"lners that Taft bad ivetoed the metal 
chednle, which .gave all agricultural machinery free entran"Ce 

into the United States without the payment .of duty. 
Now, -agricultural implements were not m the metal schedule 

at all. I do not blame Mr. Wilson so much for that, beeause 
he was bnsy with ·other matters and could not get down to that. 
[Laughter.] Agricultural impl~ments were in the farmers' ft·ee
list bill, whet'e you put the farmers' -products on the -free list 
and agricultural machinery as a so-p to the farmer. Then MT. 

. Wilson went on t-0. say that "You have to pay $125 for a binder 
in this country, and the same binder sells in England for $100. 
My farmer friend, why do y-0u ha·rn to do it? It is OC.-cause 
if you go tOOre to get -0ne of tho.se binders and bring it into the 
United States you have to pay 15 per cent duty." 

Ile did not know .that there was no duty on any :agricultural 
machinery coming from -Great Britain into the United States 
by u pr.ol'"isi-On\ in what is .called the Payne-Aldrich bill. four 
years ago written with my own hand. He did not know that; 
he was not to 'blame for it. Who conld expect him to under
stand -the tariff'? {Laughter on the Republican side.] 

Of course, he is making bills now. The gentleman from Ala
bama, who has had some experience in the matter, is brushed 
aside, and Mr. Wflson makes the bill filld the carr~us follows Mr. 
Wilson. He has learned an awful sight since the campaign, and 
has just now become a tariff expert. 

My friend from Pennsylrn.nia [ Ir. PALMER] criticizes Taft 
for vetoing the metal schedule. -On what ground -did he veto 
it? Why, because many -0f the rates would stop the wheels 
of American progress .and cloBe the factories. The gentleman 

· from Pennsylvania criticizes bim, but be has consented ro 
various changes in the metal schedule since the bill went up 
to Mr. Taft to be vetoed. The original Underwood bill that 
went to Mr. Taft provided ·for a duty of 35 per .cent ad valorem 
on cutlery, inc1uding razors. Why? When we were making 
the tariff bill we _put 35 per cent on razors that did not eost 
over a dollar .a dozen-not .a doila.r apiece, b.ut a dollar a 
dozen-a littl~ _ sentiment in favor of the poor man's razor. I 
do not know .as that would do hlm .any good. but the :ra.zor 
that cost .8 -cents apiece was sold to him for $1..50. They got 

· the price of a dozen and 50 cents .besides for a. singJ..e razor. 
On razors above that price we put a specific duty a.mounting 
to 70 per-cent~d -.alorem. What was the result? These .people 
who had been making cheap razors, under the lligh .duty. under 
the Dingley law. lost their bu.sin.ess. One coneern told me that 

. they had been .selling 30,000 dozen of them~ and after the change 
in the law they did not make any under it and had to buy 
cheap German razors because they had to supply some with 
every bill of ,goods they .sold. 

Then Mr. UNDERWOOD and Mr. PALMER came along and saw 
it, and so tlle_y put '35 per cent duty on a11 cutlery, including 
razors. 'These cutlery people went before the Senate committee, 
which then had a bearing, and it appeared in these hearings 
that that would destroy the industry, bnt the Senate, if they 
heard, did not heed. :aud the bill passed and went to the Presi
dent nt 35 per cent duty on a1l ruzors and cutlery. 

Bat it seems t1lese gentlemen hn.ve been 1-eadi:ng up on the 
subject of cutlery, and they come in here now with 35 per cen t 

on articles that do not cost exceeding $1 a dozen, and 55 per 
cent on all tha.t cost exceeding $1 a dozen. Did you vindi ate 
Mr. Taft when you did that, and you applied it to all the cutlery 
-schedules? Oh, .how you h.ave tallied about him on the stump. 
Will yon eTer go around and couect it :and apologize for what 
you said? 

-On grit shot you pnt .a duty of 20 per cent in your bill you 
sent to ~fr. Taft, an.d sou .r.a.ise it 50 per cent aboTe that. What 
di.cl you do it for? Yeu got the informfttion la t spring after 
your campaign that .Mr_ Taft bad 0¥.er a year ag.o when he 
vetoed y<mr bill and saved the American mam.1facturer. 

Let us take umbrellas. These people complain they could 
not make any umbrellas at 30 per cent, because you h~d put 
·more than that on the raw material. You rai ed it and mak.e -a 
duty ad rvalarem equal to the duty on the raw material in this 
present bill, and so on. I can not take my time in showing you 
all of the things. Yon know about it. Get up here in the House 
and apologize to William Howard Taft for the injustiee you have 
done him on the ·stump and let the American people know that 
you were not telling the truth th.en, .although you thought you 
were, because of your :mperfect 'knowledge of the subject. [AP· 
pla use .on the Republican side.] ' 

For reasons to which I mny allude later, y-0u put printing 
presses on the free Ust in that bill that you sent to Mr. Tnft. 
They had carried a duty of 45 per cent. We lowered the duty 
to 30 per cent, and you 1mt them on the free list in the bill Mr. 
Taft v~toed. When you wrote this bill you put th.em in at 
15 per cent. Why did you do it? Was any indu try jeopardized? 

If yon thought you were not injuring any busine by putting 
them on the free list, why ·did you put on a duty of 15 per cent? 
Of course you knew that the magazin-es n nd the new apers 
w<>uld a little prefer to ha'\"e tbem -On the free li t. "Why <lld 
yo11 not still insist upon doing what the magazines and the 
newspapers wanted done? Why did you dnre put on 15 per 
cent in the faee of their antagonism, if it was not because you 
knew that Ir. 'Tuft was right and that if yon left them on the 
free list it would simply stop the bu iness in the United tat~ ? 

Gentlemen talk 11bout the ample time we ha•e had in respect 
to this bi11; that it was putli bed three weeks before 1t was 
introduced into the Hou e. Oh, yes; the cancus print was 
published three weeks before, but that wa subject to the deer e 
of th~ WWte HouE!e and the decree of the .caucus, and c.bn.nges 
were made in the bill We did not get the bill that was intro
duced into the House until late in the day the day before it 
was ealled up in the committee for the action of the committee, 
and the next day it was called up bere, and we were expected 
to -engage in debate upon it. There were so many things in the 
bill t-0 criticize, however, that be who runs may read. and we 
have had something of a lively debate from that time to this on 
this side of the House. For some reason or other gentlemen .on 
the other side do not care or do not dare to discuss the bill. 
They are afraid they will meet their speeches when they get 
into the next campaign, and they are exhibiting a g.ood deal ot 
discretion in the mRtter, and I eommend their judcrment. 
{Laughter on the Republican side.} Why in the world did you 
cllllnge your views in regard to a tariff bo.:::ird or a tariff com
mi ion? My friend from Kansas f Mr. MURDOCK] come in 
and thinks, apparently, he is the whole thing at thls blessed 
moment in respect to a ~t.ariff commission-he and bis party. I 
'SUpposed that I had h~d some connection with that m-atter 
before. ILaughter.] I introduced a bill in tbe Hou. e that 
passed both Houses. I -suppose the gentleman voted for the 
bill. I do not know that be did. but I presume he \Oted for it 
then. His views were different then from what they are now 
on some subjects. I do not know wbeth·er he voted for that 
bill .at that time or not. 

That bill met with the commendation of nearly the whole 
House, the Democratic Party included. All but a baker' dozen 
of Democrats voted for that bill. The gentleman from Al11bama 
{Mr. UNDERWOOD] indorsed it in a speech, as did the present 
Speaker of the House. It as just the thing they wanted. I 
had introduced the bill :after consultation with half a dozen 
gentlemen who had introduced similar bills, harmonizing their 
views and getting, with their aid. a better bill than any one of 
them had introduced, in my judgment. That bill failed of 
passage because of a filibuster, and now the gentleman from 
Kansas [l\fr. MURDOCK] comes in Hnd seems to blame me .and 
the Republican Party for that failure. We promptly sent . the 
bill o•er to the Senate, and with their n ual fast mo• ments 
ther.e they g-0t it back on the very day we adjourned with a 
half dozen .amendments. I tried to uet an agreement in tbe 
House upon -those amendments, and then we introduced a gng 
rule-the best gag .rule we could get under the circumstances
to aeeomplish tbe bllSiness. If r lrnd bad my w.ay, we woald 
have ha-d a gag .rule that would hin-e compelled M<'mber to 
vote for these five amendments en bloc, and then we would not 
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haYe had a;ny trouble; but the only trouble and friction came ·11tr. LA FOLLETTE." Twenty-nine per cent seemed to ·be the 
from such men ns now represent the ProgressiYe Party, because proper caper that should be the duty on wool accord.mg to the 
they said they could not Yote for such a gag rule. gentleman's idea then. 

Mr. l\lURDOCK. Will the gentleman yield-- 1\lr. LA FOLLETTE. The rate of Senator LA FoLLETTE's was 
l\lr. PAYNE. So we had to take the best we could-no; I 35, the conference rate was 2D per cent. · 

can not yield now. He says we had a yea-and-nay Tote on every l\lr. PAYNE. Yes; the conference rate was 29. They jumped 
proposition. Well, the Constitution did that; we coulrl not the difference in some way between 20 per cent and 35. That 
preyent that, and I made the best fight I could eyery minute, was the gentleman's view of it then. Then he starts in this 
but I was beaten at the last moment by the Speaker recognizing year, and. according to all the newsp::i~er reports from the 
a gentleman to move to concur in the amendment, I think, on secret meetings of the majority committee-and I am not com
the sundry civil bill. plaining about the secrecy; that is the only way a majority 

l\fr. MURDOCK. Will the gentleman yield for a correction of a eommittee can make a tariff ·brn, . vnd if the gentleman 
of his statement? from Kansas ever should be in charge of one he would be con-

The CHAIR::\IAN (Mr. CRISP). Does the gentleman from vinced of that before he was 15 minutes older. 
New York yield to the gentleman from Kansas? My good Lord, what a crowd he would have around him all 

Mr. PAY.NE. I do not propose to answer questions. the time; he would not even get a chance to eat; and all of 
Mr. MURDOCK. Thi$ is not a question; I want to correct them professing to be honest, and showing what the rates would 

the gentleman's statement. The rule did provide for an agree- do to them, one claiming they were pro.!::J.ibitive and the other 
ment to the Senate amendments in gross. The gentleman stated ruinously low. 
it did not. 

1\Ir. PAYNE. It did not; we had to vote on each separate And in the secret conference, I unde1:stand, they voted at one 
amendment. time for 15 per cent duty on woo1. And then it was reported 

l\Ir. MURDOCK. The rule says in gross. that the chairman had been outvoted and we bad to have free 
Mr. PAYl"<JJJ. The rule did not say "en bloc "-that is the wool, and then it was reported it was left to the President as 

way it read when we did things in that sort of a way-and I the only man in the United States who could fix the proper duty 
hope the gentleman will learn his lesson from what happened on wool, or lack of duty, and that he said we must have free 
to the tariff-board bill, and hereafter will not be so conscien- wool. And they have been shouting free wool ever since. 
tiously scrupulous about doing business in the House when it is rLaughter.] Now, that is not all of it. The hair of the Angora 
necessary even to vote for half a dozen trivial amendments en goat has always been rated with wool since the time when the 

·bloc in order to get a bill through so as to accomplish a greater memory of man runneth not to the contrary, and the same duty 
good. So it failed. The filibuster came on the other side of has been put on goat hair as on w~ol. If wool should be free, 
the House from a few Democratic Members, and they were re- goat hair should be · free, too. They raise some goats in the 
sponsible for its defeat. Well, we did get a clause in an appro· United States. There are 3,000,GOO of them. They say that 
priation bill, and under that clause the President was enabled 2,999,999 of them are in Texas [laughter an<l applause on the 
to appoint a tariff board; and it turned out, most fortunately, Republican side], and Texas must ha Ye a duty on goat hair. 
that while that Tariff Boarcl did not have the authority to sub- Texas is quite a State, and has a good many Democratic Repre
p0:ma witnesses and compel the attendance of witnesses and sentatiYes. I do not know how it was done. The Speaker used 
get a look at their books, still they got gentlemen to come be- to say that the tru·iff of 1909 was the Payne-Aldrich-Smoot biU, 
fore them by request and submit their books to inspection, and and I expect he will get u_p and shout some day from his place. 
the board reported that thjs lack of authority was not any "All those in favor of the Under"ood-Wilson-Garner bill will 
particular handicap. And then we fought for another appropri- say ' aye,' " just from tbe force of habit and from his derntion 
tion that should continue the Tariff Board in existence; and to the truth of history. [Laughter on the Republican side.] 
lo and behold, a change! The Speaker of the House now and And then all the products made from goat hair were put on at · 
the leader of the majority now had changed their views oYer- a higher- rate of duty, as compensatory duty to the goats in 
night on the subject, and they were opposed to the Tariff Board Texas. Oh, what a record you have on wool! A man who has 
and they were opposed to any appropriation. Oh, they did not been tra\eling in Ohio stopped me on ·the street car this morn
want the light let in; that is all. Now, I am in favor of a ing. Ile says the farmers there are an up in arms about the 
tariff board. Wby? Because we spent all the time for nearly Underwood free-wool bill? They relied on you Inst fall when 
two years in getting information to make the law of 1909; and you said you would not injure any business. They thought yon 
with this great subject, with the diversified interests that have really meant it. They do not think so now. Those farmers da 
multiplied in this country, we-were not able to get all the light not think so up in Ohio. They haYe it in for the Ohio Members 
on the subject we wanted. Ob, how I wish we had had a re- if they vote for free wool. I suppose they wiII so vote, becm:~~ 
port of the Tariff Board on the wool schedule in 1909 ! · If we the average new Member thinks that llis position here depeuds 
had had that you would not be here now. I could not convince on the number of jobs that he can get for his constituents. I 
the majority· of the committee, although my ideas have not cpuld tell them differently. They expect a man to be honest to 
changed much now on the wool schedule since 1909, and they his convictions and stand up to his duty, and when he does. and 
are reflected in the bill I have introduced in the House after tel1s them so, and tells them why, they have confidence in him. 
hard preparation. It will stop the criticism some day, because I had the firs t se1ious fight. in my campaign last fall that I 
it will become a law and be on the statute books substantially ever had. I went out on the stump in my district, into every 
as introduced, and when it is free wool will be gone. [Applause Yillage and eyery hamlet, and made speeches in the afternoon 
ou the Republican side.] and in the evening, rode around to see my constituents, mid 

How you have progressed on wool, upward and downward- told them I was ready to gi\e an account of my stewardship. 
l ike a crawfish, backward and forward. I was in hopes you And when the old soldiers gathered in the audience, .I told 
would leave a monopoly of that busin.:!ss to our Progressive them I voted against the Sulloway bill and against the Sher
friends. They make better progress when they are going back- wood bill, because I thought they were ·unjust; that the Treas
ward than when they are going forward. [Laughter and ap- ury could not stand and the soldiers did not need such extraYa
plause on the Republican side.] Two yearg ago you had a wool gant pensions. I got the soldier vote in my distric t. too. They 
bil1, which was brought in by Mr. UNDERWOOD, at 20 per cent like a man who is square and honest in his convictions and is 
duty "to meet the depleted and depleting revenues." You re- not afraid to state them to his constituents. Mos t of the 
member that kindergarten lesson which I was enabled to give votes I lo·st, which went to the Bull Moose Party, were 1ost 
the gentleman in regr.rd to the daily reports of receipts and on account of the reciprocity with Canada. I told them I in
disbursements in the Treasury, showing him there was not a formed the President that I would stand by that agreement. 
shadow of excuse for any revenue duty on wool to meet a "de- I did. I was kept out of the House by sickness, and could 
pleted or depleting Treasury." The revenues were . abundant. not eYen come here and explain my vote on that subject. I 
'.rhat has been one of the good qualities of the present law-it told them what my views were. I knew they did not correspond 
is a revenue producer. We do not have to borrow money to with theirs. Many of the farmers of my district live right 
help out the _revenues. Nay, nay. The revenues have been good along on Lake Ontario, near the Canadian market, and the 
and so large that for the last two years we have been paying farmers there would be nffected if they were affeeted anywhere 
cash for building the Panama Canal [applause on the Repub- 1 in the country. Well, they thought they were going to get 
lican side] and hnYe not isGueµ bonds, although we have ample enough Bun Moose votes to beat me. They got some, a little 
authority under the lnw. 'l'wenty per cent on wool for revenue! over 8,000, in the district for their candidate. But I am here 
And it went over to the Senate, and Mr. LA FOLLETTE said 35 yet. 
per ce~t. In the c?nfer~nce committee the Senator said 29 per Gentlemen, do not be so terribly· afraid of your shadow. Do 
cent. That .was his ultimatum, and th_e gentlei;nan . fro~ ~a- not think that patronage is going to help you out. Why, most 
b~ma, as i;n1ld an~ bland as ever h~ ~~ anythm~ m his life, of the postmasters in my district haye been appointed and reap
Wlth a smile on his countenance, said, Twenty-mne per cent , pointed for the last 15 year~ and until r ecently ' the fourth-
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clnss postmasters. 'l'bey were a faithful lot, and wherever they 
'\Yere faithful, tbe ndministration wanted to appoint them. Now, 
honestly, have I gotten any patronage out of that? It does not 
come that way. I do not know how it is in your districts but 
the people in mine have too much sense to be bought that way. 
I have been Yotiug against your seed distribu tion ever since 
very soon ·after I cxme here. The seeds belonging to the 
people of my dis trict have been distributed to them by me, 
but I have not failed to tell them on the stump that I voted 
against the appropriation. A Member of Congress came to me 
and wanted to know bow I dared to do it when the majority 
of my constituents were· farmers. I told them I did not 
believe the farmers of my district could be bought with 10 
cents' worth of seeds, but. if there were any, I did not want 
them to vote for me. I never lost any votes on account of that. 

If you are a gainst this bill, say so; if you want it, ·say so, and 
let your constHuents know it. I am spending some time on
the wool schedule, but it will go through the House as you 
have it. The rumor is that there will be trouble with it in 
the Senate. I do not know. 

The Senator from :Kevada is a pretty vigorous sort of man, 
~ but he has more sense than the average Democrat. [Applause 

on the Republican side.] And there are other people talking 
like him OYer there as to what they will do. I do not care 
what he will do or what they will do. · It is their business. It 
is your funeral, not mine. [Laughter on the Republican side.] 
I want you to have it according to your own program. I may 
offer some suggestions for the betterment of the bill, but I know 
you will not adopt them. If you would follow my advice on 
wool, I would offer more suggestions. 

Oh, no; the caucus has decreed! [Laughter on the Repub
lican side.) By the way, I have had experience with a number 
of tariff bills, and this is the first time that any party met in 
caucus every time they had a tariff bill to get all the members 
to pledge themselves to vote. It is not a good way to legislate. 
[Applause on the Republican side:] Why, if you brought your 
wool bilJ in here, instead of into the caucus, it would have given 
us some chance to tell you that the revenues under the present 
law are neither depleted nor depleting, but that, on the con
trary, we have an abundance of revenues, as we have ever since 
the enactment of the present law. 

We should have oYer $50.000.000 surplus this year, and I 
think we shall have that much surplus at the end of the year, 
anyway, although we shall not have as much as we otherwise 
would on account of this bill that you have introduced, because 
people are now holding back importations in order to flood the 
country with importations at a lower rate of duty, and that may 
make some difference in the revenues from this time on to the 
30th day of June. 

Referring to the Tariff Board, I know· that many of you are 
in favor of it, but yori were led off by your party. Why should 
the esta blishment and maintenance of a tariff board be a party 
question? If the information to be obtained by such a board is 
needed by the Men1bers on either slde to make up a tariff bill, 
why should it be made a party question? ' 

Of course my friend from Kansas [l\Ir. MURDOCK] needs it 
for his vanishing party, in order to keep it on the surface of 
things. [Laughter.] But you on the Democratic side do not 
need it, because you ha ve a majority of two to one here. You 
should vote your honest convictions on that subject and give us 
a t a riff-commission bill. You have the power. Amend it to 
suit yourselves, but first give us one that will elicit information. 
Great heavens, you will need it before this bill has been on the 
sta tute books a year. [Laughter and applause on the Repub
lican side.] You will see the necessity for it. 

Oh, how you have tried to play to the farmer in this bill ! 
You pledged yourselves to take off the duties from provisions 
and food and to cut them a way down ; yes, put them on the 
free list. Then you ran up against the farmer. You put a bill 
through here, taking the duties off farm products, over a year 
ago. They amended it in the Senate so that it should apply 
only to contiguous territory-Canada-but not to the whole 
world. You heard from the farmer then, and since then you 
have been trying to hedge. If not, why did you put a duty of 10 
cents a bushel on wheat, while ·you put flour on the free list? 
You heard from the millers, and so you put 10 per cent on flour 
from countries tha t put a duty upon our flour. 

Now, you knew tha t did not mean anything. There is not an 
intelligent member of that committee-and in that list I include 
all the 14 Democra tic members, as well as the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. l\Iunnocrr]-who does not know that that duty of 10 
per cent does not amount to anything. The Canadian Council 
can meet 15 minutes after President Wilson has signed this bill, 
and will meet, and take the duty off flour. The great milling 
industries of this country, some of whom are making 5 and 

none of them over 10 cents a barrel on flour, will have to pay 
from 45 to 55 cents duty on the wheat they buy to make a barrel 
of flour. 

Do you suppose the farmers do not understand that little 
joker? Do you suppose there is a farmer who can read and 
write-and most of them can-that takes the papers, who does 
not know that a duty of 10 cents a bushel on wheat does not do 
him any good if Canadian flour is to come in free of duty? 
Why, the Canadians would rather export it into this country in 
the shape of flour. I understand they have a milling capacity 
there not two-thirds of which is now utilized, and they are wait
ing for yon to make this blunder ; and you seek to appease the 
farmer by putting a duty on his wheat that will do him no good 
as long as you have flour on the dutiable list at 10 per cent or 
let it come in free. 

The committee adopted the same policy on buckwheat and 
rye and the flours made from them, . but the pressure of the 
buckwheat flouring mills, nearly all located in the State ot 
Pennsylvania, was too great, and so buckwheat and buckwheat 
flour are on the free list. Of course, the farmers who raise 
buckwheat will be enthusiastic over this provision. 

You are playing the same trick with respect to mea ts, taking 
off the duty of H cents a pound on meats and keeping the duty 
on cattle and animals that produce the meats. 

How much good does that do the farmer, the honest, horny
handed tiller of the soil? You know it does not do him any 
good. You know that be knows it will ·not do him any good. 
Why try such a subterfuge as that? You try to appease him by 
putting agricultural implements on the free list. Yet the manu
facturer's prices of agricultural implements in the United States 
are less than what they get for them abroad, and I can prove 
it to the satisfaction of any one of you. If you will give me a 
tariff board, I will prove it to you. The farmer of the United 
States gets them just as cheaply as anyone else, unless the re
tailer charges more here for bis services than he happens to 
charge in some foreign country. Why, I read l\Ir. Wilson's 
speech in New York, I think, just before the election, when 
he was not talking to the farmers, but talking to the dwellers 
in the city. He had seen, as I had seen, in the New York 
Times the day before that American beef sold in London 
at 13 cents a pound less than it did in New York City, and he 
gravely told them it was all on account of the tariff. He did 
not know that the tariff on beef was only a cent and a half a 
pound. Of course he never taught mathematics at Princeton 
[laughter], but that was not necessary to enable him to know 
that a cent and a half duty taken off the article would not make 
13 cents difference in the price. 

And so it goes. How are you coming out on thls thing? You 
are putting sugar on the free list in tbe course of three yenrs. 
Sugar is a great farm product. There are 625.000 tons of beet 
sugar produced in this country and over 300,000 ton~ of cane 
sugar in Louisiana. Add to that the H awaiian and the Porto 
Rican and the Philippine Islands output, aggregating 1,900,000 
tons. against the l,800,000 tons we import from Cuba, which con
stitutes our entire sugar supply. 

Who wanted the duty taken off of sugar? Was it the 
ultimate consumer? Why, if he is intelligent be knows that the 
retail price of sugar in the last 20 years nearly all the time 
has been as cheap and as low in this country as in Great 
Britain-5 cents here and "tuppence ha'penny" there. 

Mr. HELGESEN. It is only 4-! cents here. 
Mr. PAYNE. I am talking about the retail price. 
Mr. HELGESEN. That is the retail price. 
Mr. PAYNE. I am speaking of tbe period of 20 years. I 

know it is sold generally by the grocers without a profit, and 
it is the only thing I know of that they do sell without a profit. 
The wholesale price here was a little more than it is in Great 
Britain. They do not produce any sugar there. They do not 
have this 1,000,000 tons of sugar coming in from their own 
producers every year as we do here in addition to that coming 
from our island possessions. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CRISP). According to the gentleman's 
request, the Ohair advises him that he has used 50 minutes. 

l\fr. PAYNE. I will take 10 minutes more than I gave myself 
in the first place. [Applause.] I want to say thjs: The de
mand for free sugar came from the refiners in tllis country, 
and they came before the Hardwick committee. I want you to 
read just what they said. They told them why. They said 
this beet sugar comes in and destroys the market for their 
product once a year, lasting from three to six month . They 
are experiencing it now. It has lasted longer this year, and the 
pesky beet sugar comes into the market at a lower price, and 
they have to lower their price to the people to whom they sell. 
They said they wanted the duty taken off, and some of them 
said frankly that taking off the duty would destroy the beet-
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sugar industry. I quote from the. hearings of the Hardwick 
committee: 

Refiner Claus Spre<'kt>ls, president of the Federal Sugar Refining Co., 
said before the Hardwick committee: · 

"I would have free trade--absolutely" (pp. 2277 and 2278 of the 
bearings). 

Charles R. Heike, secretary American Sugar Refining Co.: 
"Thnt (free trude) would destroy the industry absolutely in this 

country, and I would approve of that" (p. 292). 
William G. Gilmore,, of Arbuckle Bros., refiners: 
"The thing to do ls to take off the duty, and personally I would 

advocate it" (p. 1169). 
James H. Post, president National Sugar Refining Co.: 
"If Congress did not need the revenue from sugar, I would like to 

see free sugal.' " ( o. 527). 
Wllli:l.m A. J. J"amlson, of Arbuckle Bros. : 
" Jf there was no tax on the importation of sugar, we would be able 

to run more constantly and sell more sugar. I think a cent a pound 
should be taken off :it present, and later a little more, until the duty 
is entirely removed" (pp. 1195, 1196). . 

Edwin P. Atkins, vlce president American Sugar Refinmg Co. : 
" I think the independent refiners say truly that it ls for the refiners' 

interest to have a low rate o.f duty rather than a high rate of duty, and 
reduce the basis of value upon which they can i;ell (p. 174). Beet 
sugars are taking a way the trade of the refiners year by year " ( P. 48) • 

Now, I had rather take their opinion on that subject against 
themselves than the opinion of the whole 247 l\Iembers sitting 
on the other side of the aisle, or anybody else who does not 
know a sugar mill from a stable. The sugar refiners know 
what they are talking about. You did this under the supposi
tion that you were going to reduce the price of sugar. When 
your three years are up and you have passed through another 
congressional election and you get within siO'ht of a presidential 
election-it is very strange that you should fix this at three 
years, is it not? Nobody can understand that. Nobody can see 
the reason why. You say it is in order to let the sugar pro
ducer "brace up" in this country. Brace up against what? 
Why, get a job somewhere at $2 a day, if there are any jobs 
hanging around loose by that time, or crowd somebody else out 
by competing with him at $1.50 a day. You want to let the 
farmers brace up and accommodate themselves to the conditions 
and the circumstances. Now, sugar may go down for a while. 
In this bracing-up process everybody will want to sell before 
the duty is taken off; but when you have ruined the sugar-beet 
industry you will have done what the refiners asked you to do
de troyed that industry-and you will have given the refiners 
the market, so that they can keep it "balanced" by getting 
the same price for sugar at the time when beet sugar should 
be in the market that they do when it is not. [Applause on the 
Republican sidfl.] 

Do yon remember what happened a few years ago? There 
was a scare, and they said that the sug:l.l' crop had failed 
in foreign countries; that the crop would be short six or eight 
hundred thousand tons. There was a very serious condition of 
things, and they got sugar up, to 7 ! cents a pound at retail. The 
price went up all over the world. What will happen when yo.u 
have a real shortage of a million tons which is now produced 
in the United States? . Oh, how it will rise; how it will rise! 
The price will rise because there will not be enough to supply 
the demand, and you had better think about the- law of supply 
and demand. 

Are you going to get any reduction in the price of sugar by 
reason of your tariff cut? I have made a good many of them, 
and I did not succeed in getting any reduction in price. Why, 
I remember things like- lumber. We reduced the duty on it, 
and the price went right up. We put a little more duty on 
shingles and laths and started up the shingle mills, and the 
price of shingles and laths went down. We put a little more 
duty on ladies' stockings, a subject of which you are ignorant. 
[Laughter.] It started up the American mills in competition, 
and women have been getting their stockings cheaper ever 
since that day. Why? Because it brought in competition. You 
cut down the duty on stockings, knowing nothing about it, and 
you will see the price of women's stockings go up, too. [Ap
plause.] Oh, you will have a sweet time reckoning with the 
people on these foolish things that you have put in this bill. 
[Laughter.] The price of hides went up after we put them on 
the free list. 

Now, you put a duty of 20 per cent on diamonds, and you will 
make it free for e>ery smuggler that wants to get them into the 
United States. That has been the experience in the past. Prof. 
Wilson i.p. 1894 put a duty of 25 per cent on diamonds, and what 
was the result? In 1895 $2,000,000 worth of diamonds was 
imported; in 1896 $2.700,000, and in 1897, when they had learned 
the art, there was only $625,QOO worth imported. Then it was 
put back to 10 per cent, which is the highest duty that can be 
collected. Some men would like to put 100 per cent duty on 
diamonds, and I would not object to it if we could collect it, 
but as a revenue producer it is only a revenue producer when 
you put the duty at 10 per cent. 

I was told by the representative of an American firm in Paris 
1n 1895 that they did not import any diamonds into the United 
States. Why? Because they said there was 25 per cent duty 
which was not collected, and they would have to pay that duty 
if they imported them, and they could buy them in the United 
States for the foreign price with a trifle of about 10 per cent 
added, and no questions asked. 

Now, we imported under the Dingley and Payne laws an 
average of $21,393,000 worth of diamonds against your average 
of $1,600,000 worth. We collected annually about five times th~ 
duty at 10 per cent that you colleded. under the Wilson bill at 
25 per cent. 

You play the demagogue, do you? Why do you not come out 
with honest statements? There is no excuse for you not knowing 
about this thing. I left you the dccnments showing it all 
through, and you had them to ref.er to. [Laughter on the Re
publican side.] You ought to have brought them down to date. 
You had the exports and imports and the duties, and it was a 
great object lesson to you . . [Laughter.] 

Then you take the duty off from pape:r and pulp to the extent 
that it is used by newspapers and magazines. What do you do 
it for? You cut off the revenue. This is a revenue bi11. What 
do you do it for? Was there any demagogism about that? 
You took it off from printing presses and restored it at 15 per 
cent. What did you do that for? It can not be possible that 
you are expecting any honorable publisher of a newspaper or a 
magazine to indorse your bill or praise you because you have 
done that and look kindly upon it. Are you not old enough to 
know that gratitude is but a lively expectation of favors to 
come? [Laughter and applause.] 

Then your 5 per cent reduction on goods brought in foreign 
vessels, seeking by this bill to repeal the treaties which you 
mention in another section and copy from former laws by this 
5 per cent reduction. You who have hollered against subsidies 
now walk right into it and vote a subsidy of 5 per cent duty 
to the shipmaster who brings it in, instead of having it paid 
into the Treasury of the United States. 

And I see that while foreign nations complain of this, my 
friend from Alabama [1\Ir. UIS"nEnwoon] has the same answer 
to them that he has to those whose industries are facing im
pending ruin. He says that we are not going to hurt their 
treaties and that we are not going to destroy any industries in 
the United States. 

The CHAIRUA.l""'l (Mr. CR:rsP). The gentleman's- time has 
again expired, unless he desires to occupy more time. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. Have I used an hour, Mr. Chairman? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I will suggest to the gentle

man from New York that he take the five minutes that have been 
allotted to me. · -

Mr. P AY:NE. The gentleman , from Kentuch'Y very kindly 
says that he will grant me the five minutes that have been 
allotted to him. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the gentleman 
from New York conh·ols the time upon his side, but was siin
ply notifying him in accordance with his request as to the time 
that he had used. 

Mr. PAYNE. Yes. Then I shall yield myself five minutes 
more. Mr. Chairman, I want to get down to that interesting 
statement made by the distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. PALMER]. He says theory can put a statute upon 
the statute books, but that it can not keep it there. Well, he 
had better be worrying over that. [Laughter on the Republican 
side.] It can not. He says this bill must have the united 
support of the political party that is responsible for it, and it 
must permit American industry to proceed toward the capture 
of a larger share of the world's market without causing embar
rassment or ·bringing distress to any large body of people. 
Mr. Chairman, it has not won the approval of the party that 
is enacting it, neither in Congress nor by a large majority out 
of Congress, for they are complaining of this bill. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] It will embarrass industry from one 
end of the country to the other. Why are these people meeting 
in · organized meeting, why are they appealing to the Senate 
for hearings, and why is the Senate committee wavering on 
giving them hearings? 

Why is it that this universal disapproval comes up from the 
body of the people who are in any way interested in business? 
Embarrass business! Oh, how easy it would have been to make 
a tariff bill that would not have injured business i:f you had 
only had a tariff board, if you had only given diligent attenpon 
to what facts you did have before your committee. In the rnst 
campaign you told the people that you would not injure business, 
and many of then;i were foolish enough to belie-re you. It was a 
promise then. It roust be fulfilled in this bill. They will not 
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take any more promises after that. What are they told'? That 
they must go out and perfect their shops a:id perfect their 
methods of manufacturing, and put themselve::1 in a position to 
pay the biggest wages in the world and meet the greatest com
petition from the cheapest labor in the world. Our President 
echoes this idea. Let him tell it in his own way: 
(Woodrow Wilson at Gloucester, N . .J., Aug. 15, 1912, Associated Press 

report.) 
There is one label that I often see on goods sold in our shops that 

makes me blush a little bit. '£hat label is " made in Germany." Why 
should tha t be a commendation? Why should you prefer to buy some
thing made in Germany rather than something made in the United 
States? The only conceivable reason is that rou believe that the bands 
that made that in Germany were better tramed than the hands that 
made the similar m·ticle in the United States. Aud what I don't like 
to admit, bat must admit, is that in some instances that is true. We 
don ' t give our lads a chance to learn how to do the work as well as 
it is done in Germany, because the German Government long ago saw 
the signs of the times, saw that they must Jive by science, by knowledge, 
by skill, by the infinite dexterity of their hands, and that if. they were 
to be masters in the world of commerce they must also have supremacy 
iu the world of knowledge. 

Mr. Chairman, he did not know ·that in 1890 the manufac
turers of the United States appeared before our committee and 
said that the foreigners were stealing our trade by falsely 
labeling their goods as having been made in the United States, 
and that they, the manufacturers, wanted printed and stamped 
on every -imported article the country of its origin. That was 
the reason that the mark " made in Germany " was put on those 
goods, which so shamed our good President. If he had only 
had the explanation, he would not have been shocked, and he 
would not ham had to exhibit his shock to the people of the 
United States. They wanted it put there, and why? Because 
our people were making the best goods in the woi'ld, as they are 
to-day. They have gone forward in the front ranks and no . 
nation can excel them. But the labor costs more here and 
you can not hide behind your proposition that they accomplish 
more. We are paying double on the piece rate, for the unit 
produced, that they pay in the Old World, and there is no way 
to make that up unless we make up the difference in the tariff 
rates. Go on, gentlemen, the time is soon coming for your 
reckoning. Go right on, and the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER] will find that he bas not a united 
Democratic Party behind this bill, and that the people of the 
United States will not stand peaceably by and see their indus
tries and their factories injured and destroyed, or permit them 
to remain. idle. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

I take adYantage of the leave to print to add the following 
~1 rief notes : 

The woi·st feature of the whole bill is the ad valorem feature, 
and although they have copied the new system of valuation 
\erbatim from the present law-section 11-they will never be 
able to do away with the frauds that are so universally ,Prac
ticeu by dishonest importing firms the country over. 

The committee have very wisely retained the provisions for 
the issuance of bonds, copied from the present tariff law. In 
all human probability the administration will need to avail itself 
of this provision in the not distant future, if this bill becomes a 
law. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania says, it is true that 
theory may write a tariff law, but it can not keep it upon the 
statute books. It is especially true of the present faulty and 
un-American measure, constructed on the lines of free trade. 
which does not e\en attempt to carry into effect the assurance, 
so often repeated in the late campaign, that no business would 
be injured. 

Tlle committee are e-Yidently fearful of the effects and results 
of tlleir own bill, as is also the President. The President sug
gests that some manufacturers may stop business for effect. 
If he looks deeper he will see it is an effect -Wholly legitimate, 
the cause of which is written into eYery page of the present bill. 
Tile manufacturers are closing down their works, expecting that 
goods will be bought abroad cheaper than they can- sell them 
under the provisions of this _bill. They are going into liquida
tion in order to sa-Ye what little they have, and the President 
may well be alarmed at the outlook. · 

The insulting suggestion that our factory people must learn 
to do better work comes with ill grace. It is an insult to the 
American manufacturer, who to-day is leading the world. Our 
methods are ernrywhere better than those abroad; our tools 
are better, our factories better equipped, and run on better lines 
than those of any other country. It will be impossible for our 
people, with all their inventfre ingenuity, to pay the high wages 
they have been paying, when this ruinous competition begins, 
wlrtch not only cuts 'off profits, but threatens most serious cuts 
in the price of labor and the frequent stoppage of machinel'y, 
putting factories on one-half or one-third time in many indus
tries · · · 

It is a matter of extreme regret that the committee have. 
stricken out the maximum !lnd minimum provisions of the pres
ent law, under which so m-qcb has been obtained in the way of 
smoothing out difficulties and giving us equal trade relations 
with other countries. We are getting the minimum provisions 
of foreign tariffs wherever we are entitled to them, and the re
strictions on the products of the United States have been 
changed to a sensible basis, so that there is no cause for friction. 

It is regretted that no provision is made for the minimum 
duty. Paragraph 4-A simply gives the President the power to 
do what he already had the power to do. President" Taft used · 
this power in enacting the Canadian reciprocity agreement, 
which was not binding until submitted to and approved by Con
gress. The President has always had the power to do this 
without any such provision as in this bill. 

The · dumping clause, copied from the Canadian tariff, is 
purely and simply a protective measure. It is somewhat ridicu
lous that after all the condemnation of the protective policy the 
committee should adopt it in this bill by a new provision so 
drastic as they have made it in their dumping clause. I fear it 
will not accomplish its purpose. The same difficulties surround 
it that surround the question of the market value on articles 
imported which carry the ad valorem duty. 

The most commernlable things in the bill are those copied 
verbatim from the present law. It is gratifying to note how 
largely this committee has approved of the act which they have 
so roundly condemned, but seldom criticized. Whole schedules 
are adopted without change. The administrative features ha\e 
few amendments, and fewer still of any importance. 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [l\Ir. RAINEY]. 

Mr. RAINEY: Mr. Chairman, I always listen with great in
terest to the gentleman from New York [l\ir. PAYNE], especially 
when the gentleman from New York discusses the tariff. He 
has been longer a member of the tariff-making committee of 
this House than any other Member, and he is better posted 
on tariff questions than any man I know on the Republican 
side of the House. He speaks always for the Republican 
theory of a protective· tariff. I was surprised at the opening 
of this debate, however, to hear from the gentleman fTom 
Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] that the gentleman from New 
York [.Mr. PAYNE] for four years had submitted in silence 
to the criticisms of his bill, and that certain obnoxious features 
of the Payne bill against which the people of this country have 
rebelled were _ inserted ·in the bill in opposition' to the wishes 
of the gentleman from New York whose nam~ the bill bears. 
The country, therefore, for the first time is now told that the 
tariff measure which has been so overwhelmingly repudiated 
at the polls did not even meet with the approval of the gentle
ma.n who drew it; that he was even against his own bill. 
This admission takes away from the Payne law its last friend, 
and we are told that even the author of the bill is against it and 
always has been against it. Now the gentleman from New 
York [Ur. PAYNE] occupies considerable time upon this floor 
in prophesying all sorts of disasters to the industries of this 
country, the breaking down of our foreign trade, the lowering 
of wages, a less manufacturing output, if our bill becomes a 
law; and then he closes by announcing that the day of reckon
ing is almost here. Why, the day of reckoning is here. The 
day of reckoning in this country commenced some 10 months 
Rgo, when it was evident that the Republican Party, divided 
against itself, could no longer stand. 

In the month of July of last year, when the people of this 
country knew and when the manufacturers themselves knew 
that we would have a Democratic revision of the tariff, a 
tariff which would strike at the profits of the eastern manu
facturers, a real revision downward, such a reT"ision that it 
would require no experts to determine whether it was down 
or up, just as soon as the people of this country found that 
out, just as soon as the manufacturers found that out, there 
commenced a period of increased output of the factories of 
this country, and for nine months the increase has been going 
on. For the nine months ending with the month of March of 
this year we exported $1,908,006,372 worth of goods, while 
during the nine months ending with the month of March, 1912, 
we only exported $1,711,408,267 worth of goods. In other words, 
during the nine month$ ending with the month of i\Iarch of 
this year, during that period when the country knew and the 
manufacturers knew that this awful blow described by the 
gentleman from New York was to be struck at our industries, 
we increased our exports $200,000,000~ The country bas known 
for a month, or more than that, the character of this bill. The 
hearings were completed before the commencement of the 
month of March, and the manufacturers knew what to expect. 
We have beard no voice of disapproval-the kind of disapproval 
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described by the gentleman from New York-from .any sec- and compels great wealth to contribute its mfr 1lhare toward 
Hon of this country. Why, during th.e month of March of paying the expenses of our National Government. 
tlds year we -0nly exported in crude materials for use in manu- Wherever a nation has ad-opted an tneome-tax _system and 
fncturing .a little o•er :$36,000,000. given it a fair trial it bas 1Wver been repealed. A tax upon 

Dering the month of Mn..f'Ch of last year, before 'it was evident incomes becomes now an important pat't of the fiseal policy of 
the Democrnts u1ou1d win the election this last fall, we exported this Gov-ernment. We make it highest upon the great incomes 

•over $73,-000,000 of .crude materials for use in manufacturing. and lowest uI>on the smaU incomes. We tax 126,000 incomes 
In other words, during the month ()f March, 1912, when the ameunting to between four and five thousand dollars per year, 
manufacturers had every reaso!l. to befi.ev<e the Republi-cans and upon these incomes we e<>llect only $630,000, an average of 
would win, had every· reason to believe that ~ same kind of $5 per income. On the other hand, this tu will reach 100 in
tarif:I they had always been getting would continue, we ex- romes am.-01mtlng to over $1.000,000 each per year, and upon 
ported of crude materials for nse in manufacturing from this these :mo inoomes we expect to conect neal'ly '$6.000,000~ $60.000 
counh·y over $73,000,000. During the month of March -0f this per ineon;ie. We tax 425,-000 incomes in all, and we expect to 
year there was only exported from thi£ .countl7 about half that collect upon :all of them the sum of at tea-st $70,000,000. It may 
amount of crude materials :to be used in manufa.cturing. That €X.eeed that amount, but we feel confident it will not be le.ss 
is the kind of blow we are strik'i.ng at the manufacturers of this than that. 
country. Whcen they knew exactly what was going to happen, I know Qf no swollen fortune which has not been made pas
instead of transferring the manufaeturing tmsin~:s .of this coun- sible by the fav-0rs of gov.ernment. Swollen fortunes are based 
try across the seas to the factories of England, ·Germany, ·and nearl_y always upon franehises-national, .State, or munkipal
France, they go to work and buy up the crude materials we have or upon tariff protection or upon patents. I undertake to say 
be~n sending abroad, and they get ready to use then:i here in our that very few, if any, great fortunes llave been accumulated 
-0wn factories. Does that 'look like bard times for the manu- in any way except through the favor of government-nationai, 
facturers of this country? F<>r the nine months ending with the State, or municipal. Under these circumstances there is a 
month of Murch of this year we imported $1,401,000,000 worth peeuliar jastiCe in .compelling the recipients of large incomes to 
of goods of various kinds. During the nine months ending contribute a small portion of their incomes to the support of the 
with the month of March, 1912, we imported only $1,203,()()(),()()(). Government. The great nations of the world are doing this, 
In other words, during the nine months which have passed since and when we pass this bill we are simply placing ourselves in 
it became apparent to the country and to the world that the line with mooern. methods an(l modern policies. During nearly 
Democrats proposed to control the various branches of tb.fs Gov- all of the period of our existence as a Nation we .ha.ye collected 
ernment we have imported $200;000,000 worth mo•re goods than taxes in the most ·expensive way, based upan commmptlon. Back 
we imported in the same nine months of the previous year. of tariff walls manufacturing interests have flourished and in
Trade conditi-0ns have improved; the balance of trade is now creased the amount of their dividends at the expense of the 
mid will be -0n our side in the future. .consumers of the country. 

We have imported more goods, we have exported more goods, The effect :Of our system of taxation has been to increase the 
and we have done this in face of the fact that we are going to price of goods to the consumer, whether he buys ·goods m:mu
'have this awful tariff revision downward-this disast1·ous blow factured abroad or goods manufactured at home. Nearly every. 
to the industries -0f this country-described so vigorously by the thing he buys is taxed, and thee taxes be pays, if he buys Ameri
·gentleman who has just ta:ken his seat. In no uncertain terms can goods, do not find their way into the '!Teasury of the United 
for years the people of this country have been demanding a re- States. In -other words, a protective-tariff tax confers upon the 
vision downward. They have demanded it "always just before protected interests the right not only to levy taxes but to collect 
an election, and it got to be a sort of habit on the part of them and distribute them in dividends to the holders of watered 
Republicans t-0 pr-0mise it always just before the election and to stocks. 
break their promise just after the election, and to say we have This system during the period of the ascendency .of the Repnb
been returned by such an overwhelming majority to power that lican Party b€came so firmly fixed thftt it seemed impossible to 
it indicates the people still have confidence in us and that they dislodge it or to modify it in any particular. Thr.oughout the 
still want us to go on administering the affairs of this country land were heard murmurs of discontent so unmistakable and 
in the same old way. Finally tw Republicans were eompelled -so persistent ·th-at the Republican Party found it necessary re
to promise more definitely than before, and they were compeUed peatedly to promise to revise the tariff downward., but, con
to pretend to keep their promises to revise the tariff down- trolled always by the protected interests. immediately after a 
ward. national election, when the party found itse.lf again lntreached in 

The result of their pretended re-vision downward was the bill power, it forgot its promises, and when finally compelled by a 
of the gentleman who just took bis seat, which revised the thoroughly aroused public sentiment to p.retend at least t<.l keep 
~cbedules, not downward, but upward. Against that sort of rev1- its promises, it placed, a~ I have stated, upon the -statute books 
sion the people of this country rebe'lled, and on account of that a tariff law which revised not downward but upward the scbed
kind of Republican failure to keep promises the Democratic ules against which the Nati-on had protested; and .as a result, 
Party was swept into :power in all the branches of this Govern- the Democratic Party, pledgro to an unmistakable downward 
meut. Talk about the Democratic Party getting into pow~r on revision of the tariff, has been retnrned to power in all the 
account of a split in the Republican Party! "Talk about this branches -of this Government. And it bas kept its promises by, 
country being in favor of a protective tariff! The Progressive presenting now this tariff bill for the consideration -0f Congress, 
Party would never have been able to get the number of votes they which reduces the tariff average from 41 per cent to 24 per cent, 
did get in this country-and they seem to have obtained more which puts ·an end forever to the war tariffs of long ago. The 
than the Republican Party-if they had not denounced the ·bill bill we present furnishes to the _people of tbi-s Nation the relief. 
of the gentleman from New York {:Mr. PAYNE], who has just they have b:een demanding and the relief we have promised. 
taken bis seat; if they had not promised refarms .and revisions ~he people will understand for themselves in the near future 
downward, and if they had not promised to -continue no longer that this is a revision downward and will realize the fact that • 
in the footsteps of the old Republican Party. under a Democratic administration the burdens -0f Federal taxa-

The people of this country want this tariff revised downward; · tion ha.e been shifted and have been placed where they will 
they want competitive conditions reestablished in the relation bear lightest upon the toiling masses of the people. 
this country bears to all the world. And we have tried to do · The claim is made by many of our opponents that goods will 
that. They want the tariff made lowest upon the necessaries be n-0 cheaper to consumers than they ba ve been heretofo.re. 
of life, and they want it made highest upon the luxuries, and in · and that the people .of the country will find when they pur• 
this bill we have honestly tried to do that. · chase goods from retailers throughout the country that the 

The bill we are considering and which will soon become a 1 prkes will be no lower than they now are. Even if this stat.e
l.aw represents the dawn of a new era in the fiscal policy of tbis · ment is true, we still will have accomplished much if we merely, 
Government :For over a quarter of a century .a contest has stop the upward tendency and prevent further increases in the 
been waged throughout the country fur a national income fax. ,cost of living. However, the major portion of our opponents 
'l'he people have overturned, by a referendum vote of the States, 1tlimply claim that the reductions :we have Jllll_de will not mate
a. decision of the Supreme Court of the United States by w1·it- rially <Jeerease the cost of goods to the consumer. The testi
ing into the Constitution an .amendment making possible income- roony of manufacturers recently taken before the Ways and 
tax legislation, and to-day we are able to pl~e upon the stat- .Means Committee is to the effect that there has grown up in 
ute books a scientific revision of our ta_~s. carrying out the the country an expensive system of distribution, so expensive 
Democratic tb.eory that luxuries shall be more heavily taxed that when goods reach the consumer in. a finished form and 
than tb~ necessaries of lite, 'J')le bill we are c.onsidering makes , ready for consumption the price to the cons.umer will be .so 
lighter the burden of taxes upo:Q. tlle cpnslllllers of the country little reduced that the consumer will not get much benefit from 



:~~~octions we have made. ToC~::~~b:~~::~~e t:~:~:~~~~:~~epubllcan tarill b~~:: ~8:; 
m~nufacturers o~ clothing ins~st that the clot!I in ~n avera~e down to the present time has been controlled by William Whit
smt of clothes will cost the tailor who makes it up mto a smt man, of the Arlington ~fills. The Arlington l\Iil1s are located 
only 75.cen~s or $1 les~ per .suit than he no~ pays, and they insist in Lawrence. l\Iass. 1\Ir. Whitman said recently that he was 

. that this slight reduction will not be appreciable and the consumer "a little more interested if anything in cotton than in wool" 
will not particularly .care for i~. · Makers of thread insist that .the And the cotton manufacturers, under' the direction of the Ark
thread which goes mto a suit of clothes made up by a tailor wright Club have controlled the cotton rates In order to as
wilJ, under our reduction, cost but little les~ t~an it costs now. certain to w'hat extent the textile schedules of Republican tt11s 
The but~on manufacturer~ of the countr~ ms1st that the but- ha':e maintained wages in Lawrence it is only necessary to ex-
tons which go upon a smt of clothes will cost the man who amme the report on the strike of the textile workers in Law
makes up the suit but little less than they do now, not enough rence, Mass., in 1912, prepared under the direction of Charles 
to. spe~k of. .Manu~a~turers .of cot~on and si~s ~nsist that. the P. Neill, Commissioner of Labor. On page 20 of this report 
trimmmgs and the lmmgs which go mto the fimshrng of a suit of Mr. Neill makes the following statement: 
clothes will cost the tailor who makes the suit only a little less 
than they cost now. But I undertake to say that when all of 
these and similar reductions are added together we will find 
the present tariff bill will considerably reduce to the consumer 
the cost of a suit of clothes, and when the same rule is applied 
to his linen, his underwear, his overcoat, and hat and other 
articles of apparel, including shoes, which we place upon the 
free list, we will find a considerable reduction in the cost of 
living has been made possible. The testimony taken before us 
shows that a suit of cheap clothing made out of wool substi
tutes, costing now $10, will cost under this bill with wool sub
stitutes on the free list and with the other items just a little 
cheaper than they now are $2 less than it now costs. 

Dress goods will be cheaper. The amount that goes into one 
dress will not be appreciably cheaper they say, and admitting 
the claim that each of the materials which go into the manu
facture of a dress will not be appreciably reduced in price, yet 
I undertake to say the aggregate reduction will be appreciable. 

A. miller said to me the other day free flour will not make 
much difference in the price to the consumer of one loaf of 
bread. In fact, the difference in the cost of the flour that goes 
into a loaf of bread would be so small as not to be noticed by 
the consumer, but they all agree that flour will be cheaper. In 
a year an average family will consume many loaves of bread, 
and the aggregate saving in this item alone will amount to 
something that is ·appreciable. We have reduced the taxes on 
all foodstuffs, and while the price of no one unit will be ap
preciably reduced, yet when the many food units necessary to 
maintain a family for a year are considered together we will 
find that the reductions which are small applied to one food 
unit will amount to something in the aggregate. 

It is agreed that the price of sugar will be cheaper, a cent 
and a half cheaper per pound, at least. As a Nation we con
sume over 80 pounds of sugar per capita per year, and our 
consumption of sugar per capita per annum is increasing. 
In its sugar bill alone an average family of five persons will, 
when this bill goes into effect and when sugar becomes free, 
as it will three years from now, effect a saving on this article 
each year alone of a considerable amount. 

We put lumber on the free list. We intend to make it easier 
for the people of the country to build homes. We can not re
form all the evils for which high protective tariffs are respon
sible in a day. We do not promise at the outset to accomplish 
in a year all the reforms the people of the country are demand
ing, but we do claim that in the bill we are presenting now we 
are taking a long step in the right direction. 

Originally the present high tariffs were levied for the pur
pose of meeting the tremendous obligations made necessary by 
the war between the States. They haYe until recently been con
tinued in effect upon the theory that we were protecting infant 
industries against the competition of Europe. These industries, 

• however, haYe grown so strong that they are able to compete 
successfully across the seas, and the argument in fayor of 
infant industries is no longer advanced. The contention now is, 
and the argument used before the Ways and Means Committee 
recently by representatiYes of the protected industries was, that 
we must retain these schedules as they are, especially the textile 
schedules, in order to enable our manufacturers to pay to work
men the wages they are now receiving, and we have been se
riou ly told that in order to maintain the American standard 
of wages in the textile industries and the American standard of 
living we must maintain the tariff rates as they now are. 

It has been the policy of the Republican Party to write into 
our tariff laws in order, first, to protect infant industries and 
later on to protect the wages of laborers, the rates demanded 
by the protected industlies. In other words, the manufacturers 
haYe been permitted by the Republican Party to write these 
schedules themsel,·es. 'Ve haye refused to extend to them this 
privilege. This bill has ·been written by tlie Democratic mem
bers of a great committee of this House and has been amended 
and approYecl. as amended hy a caucus of all the Democratic 
Members of the House of Representatives, and the result is a 
bill u-ritteu in the iuterest of the consumers of the country. 

It is obvious from the figures of earnings that the full-time earninas 
of a large number of adult employees are entirely inadequate to maai
tain a family. 'l'hus the full-time earnin~s of 7,275 employees or 
about one-third of the total covered in this mvestigation are less iban 
$7 a week. Of the 7,275 earning less than $7 a week '5,294 were 18 
years of age or over, and 36.5 per cent of the 5,294 were males. These 
wages, however, are not peculiar to Lawrence. Wages of textile work
ers in 'that city are not lower than in most other textile towns. 

The same report shows that these employees are huddled to
gether in small apartments. In one case the commissioner 
found 17 persons occupying a 5-room apartment. Another house
hold of 16 persons occupied a 5-room apartment, and another 
5-room apartment was occupied by a household of 15 persons. 
The rent most commonly paid was from $2 to $3 per week for a 
4-room apartment and $3 to $3.50 per week for a 5-room apart
ment. After the head of a family paid $2 to $3.50 per week 
rental for his rooms it can readily be seen how much he had 
left for food and clothing for his family. 

The testimony taken before the Rules Committee at its recent 
investigation is fresh in the minds of all of us. Whole families 
lived without ever tasting meat, and when they rebelled against 
such conditions as this and attempted to send their children to 
other cities in order that the burden upon them might be less 
while they maintained their strike for higher wages, they were 
denied this ~ight by the authorities of Lawrence, and long lines 
of police drawn up in front of the railroad station enforced th~.! 
mandate of the mill owners. When the workers in the textile 
mills protested that they were not at work, and asked and in
sisted that they be permitted to send their children to homes of 
friends in other cities, where they could be taken care of, the 
answer, in effect, was, "Return to work at the wages we pro
pose to pay, or see your children starve." 

The evidence taken before tlle Committee on Rules is avail
able, and shows the absolute falsity of the statement that 
tariffs in the textile schedules are maintaind at the request of 
manufacturers for the purpose of enabling manufacturers to 
pay high wages to their employees. 

Down in Boston the Arkwright Club meets. The gentlemen 
who belong to this organization have been able to ayoid so far 
the penalties of our antitrust laws. According to the testimony 
of 1\Ir. S. B. Ohase, a mill owner of Fall River, J\Iass., before 
the Ways and l\Ieans Committee, the cotton mills of Fall Rh-er 
had some sort of a mysterious sliding scale, under which wages 
were reduced in Fall River 17! per cent in 1908. This particular 
reduction, however, he insists, was not brought about through 
the Arkwright Club. 

l\!r. Chase is the president of the King Phillip mills in Fall 
River, l\Iass., which paid in 1902 16 per cent on its capital stock, 
and which paid 6 per cent on its cap!tal stock until 1907. In 
1907 there was a 50 per cent diYidend, payable either in cash or 
stock, and all the stockholders preferred to take stock. In tllat 
year and in each subsequent year down to the present time, 
in.eluding 1908, when the reduction in the wages of employees 
occurred, this mill has continued to pay 6 per cent on waterecl 
stock and all. In 1908 the Flint mills, of Fall River, watered 
their· stock 100 per cent and paid 8 per cent on their tock, water 
and all, and at the same time reduced the wages of employee . 
The Davol mills, of Fall River, in 1908, watered their stock 25 
per cent and paid their usual 6 per cent dividend and have been 
paying it eyer since. According to the statement of the secre
tary of the Arkwright Club, in 1007 the Yote for curtailment of 
the output of New England mills was almost unanimous, and 
according to the agreement they reached, 10,000,000 out of 
13,000,000 spindles in New York and New England curtailed 
their products at least 10 per cent. 

In the present bill we are not trying to protect profits of 
manufacturers. It might be advisable at this time to call 
attention to some of the profits I\-ew England mills are dis
tributing under the present tariff laws. The Acushnet Mills. of 
New Bedford, paid 16 per ·cent in dividends from 1!)02 to 1010, 
and in 1910, in order to -cut down their appr.reut profits, they 
incret.H.'ed their capital stock 100 per cent, and in rnn their 
dividends amounted to 8 t"ler cent. The· Bristol Mills, of New 
Bedford, pay from 4 to 6 per cent in di\idends every year, rrnd 
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watered their stock 20 per cent in 1908, and in that year and 
in succeeding years they have continued to pay 5 to 6 per cent 
·on their stock, water and all. The Butler Mills, of the same 
city, pay from 5 to 9 per cent each year iR dividends. In 1910 
they made a stock dividend of 20 per cent, and in 1911 they 
paid 8 per cent upon their stock, water and all. 

The Dartmouth Mills, of New Bedford, paid on their com
mon stock 8 per cent in 1902, 1903, and 1904. In 1905 they 
paid 20 per cent; in 1906, ,,26 per cent; in 1907, 66 per cent; in 

. 1908, 66 per cent ; and in 1909 they increased the amount of 
their common stock 100 per cent and divided it among their 
stockholders in order to keep down dividends. The same year 
they paid 13 per cent upon their common stock, water and all; 
and in 1910 they paid 16 per cent upon the common stock so 
watered, and in 1911 the same amount. In 1909 this company 
made a stock increase of 50 per cent on their preferred stock, 
and paid 5 per cent upon their preferred stock so watered in 
that year, and have been paying 5 per cent ever since. 

The Gosnold Co., of New Bedford, watered their stock 50 
per cent in 1909, and have continued ever since paying 6 per 
cent dividends on their stock so watered. Prior to that time, 
in 1906 and 1907, this company paid a dividend of 15 per cent. 
The Page Co., of New Bedford, made a stock increase in 1910 
of 33! per cent . . They pay 4 or 5 per cent in dividends each 
year, and the fact that their stock is watered has made no 
difference at all in the amount of their dividends. The Soule 
Co. made in 1909 a stock dividend of 20 per cent. Prior to 
that time they had been paying 8 per cent in dividends, and 
they paid the same amount the next year. 

Over in Fall River, Mass., the same condition of exorbitant 
profits prevails. In 1903 the Bourne Co. of that city watered 
its stock 40 per cent. In 1902 it paid 12! per cent. After it 
watered its stock it paid 3! per cent and pays 6 per cent now 
on watered stock and all. The Davol Co., of Fall River, made 
a stock dividend of 25 per cent in 1907 and kept on paying 
6 per cent as usual on its stock so watered. The Laurel Lake 
Co. made a stock dividend of 100 per cent in 1907 and in that 
year paid 14 per cent on its stock. It paid 13 per cent the next 
year on water and all and has paid from 6 to 8 per cent ever 
since. The Merchants' Co., of Fall River, made a stock divi
dend in 1907 of 50 per cent and continues paying from 4 to 6 
per cent upon its stock so watered. The Poc~sset Co., of Fall 
Rh·er, watered its stock 100 p~r cent in 1907 and kept on pay
ing 6 per cent. The Richard Borden Co., of Fall River, watered 
its stock 25 per cent in 1907, paid 20 per cent dividends in 
1907 and 13 per cent dividends in 1908 upon its stock so watered. 
'The Sagamore Mills, of Fall River, made a stock increase of 
33! per cent in 1909. Prior to that time they had been paying 
from 7 to 30 per cent per annum in dividends. Since that time 
they have been paying from 7 to 8 per cent on the stock so 
watered. The Tecumseh Mills, of Fall River, made a stock 
dividend of 50 per cent in 1906 and the next year paid 14! 
per cent on the stock so watered. It has been paying from 6 
to 91 per cent since then. The Troy Mills, of Fall River, made 
a 100 per cent bond dividend in 1909 and in spite of this in
creased burden these mills have continued to pay from Si to 13 
per cent on the stock and in 1907 these mills paid 4fvidends 
of 67 per cent, and prior to that time dividends of 20 per cent 
per year were frequent. 

I might continue this review of the profits of New England 
mills, but I have called attention sufficiently to their profits 
to indicate, I think, that if the rates we propose in this bill 
affect the earning capacity of these mills the employees who 
work in them ought not to bear the burden. I contend that the 
stockhoJders in these mills can afford to get along with less 
profits than they are now receiving, and we frankly admit that 
we have not attempted in this revision to protect the profits 
of mill owners. 

The revision we . propose ends the alliance between the pro
tected woolen mills of the East and the wool-producing States 
of the West, and there never was a better time to do this than 
now. All arguments in favor of maintaining the sheep in
dustry by protecth"e tariffs fail under the conditions confront
ing us to-day. Protection upon wool is maintained upon the 
theory that it keeps up in this country the price of wool; that 
it maintains the sheep industry. Under the evidence taken by 
the Ways and Means Committee, Boston is at times the cheapest 
wool market in all the world, and to-day raw wool is as cheap 
in Boston as it is in England. Therefore, under a high pro
tective tariff, the producer of wool is selling his wool in the 
cheapest of the worJd's "7001 markets. We are the only Nation 
in the world, except Russin, maintaining a tariff upon raw wooJ. 

The sheep indush·y as conducted in this country depends for 
its extent and importance upon how far the plow has en
croached upon sheep pastures. As agriculture increases in 
importance sheep disappear. To-day we have in the country 

12,000,000 less sheep and lambs than we had 10 years ago. 
In Ohio we have 2,000,000 less sheep to-day than we had in 
1880. In Illinois we ha Ye to-day only half as many sheep as 
we had in 1870. Vermont was · a sheep-raising State in 1840, 
having at that time within · her boundaries l ,G00,000 sheep. 
To-day there are less than 100,000 sheep in the State. The 
large herds to-day are found in the mountain States, and in 
the last decade every mountain State except Montana and 
Nevada shows a decrease in the number of sheep, and Ne\ada 
is not yet a great sheep-raising State, ha\ing to-day considerably 
less than 1,000,000 sheep. 

Under these circumstances who can claim that a tariff on 
raw wool to be carried into the finished product is of the 
slightest benefit to the sheep industry of the United States? 
Under the leadership of William Whitman, of the Arlington 
l\Iills, many of the farmers of this country in the States pro· 
ducing sheep have been persuaded that a protective tariff is 
a benefit to their industry and for that reason they ha\e been 
following Republican leaders. 

It is contended that during the free-wool period there was a 
falling off in the number of sheep in the United States. The 
falling off in tho.se years was not greater than in the years 
which have followed. During the years the Wilson bill was in 
operation there was a falling off in the supply of sheep in 
Australia. If free wool here injured the sheep industry and 
brought about a decrease in the number of sheep in this country, 
Australia, our competitor in the wool markets at that time, 
ought to have profited by it. In Australia they had a hundred 
million sheep in 1894. In 1897 the number of sheep in Aush·alia 
had decreased to 8f.,000,000 and in 1898 there were only 
79,000,000 and in 1899 only 72,000,000. By 1900 the number of 
sheep in Australia had decreased until there were only 
70,000,000 in" the country. In the face of such facts as these 
every argument in favor of high-taxed woolen clothing in 
order to enable the sheep industry to thrive falls to the ground. 
The sheep industry in this country will thrive when wool be
comes a by-product, and when that happens in the system of 
animal husbandry, which is being forced upon us by changing 
agricultural conditions, we will have more mutton and we will 
have more wool. 

For years, ever since 18G7, the wool schedule of the tariff bill 
has been the very keystone of the arch of protection and was 
so recognized by Republican tariff makers, and they have main
tained it through the machinations of William Whitman and 
the Arlington Mills almost intact from 1867 to the present 
time, upon the theory that they were protecting the sheep 
growers of the country. 

They ham carried the tax upon raw wool into the manufac
tured product, and every man, woman, and child who wears 
woolen goods in this country has paid more for them on ac
count of this alliance between the woolen manufacturers of the 
East and the woolgrowers of the West. 

If it was maintained for the purpose of helping the sheep 
industry in this country, how does it happen at the present 
time that there are many million less sheep in the country than 
there were 10 years ago? How does it happen that in the old 
way, the way that has prevailed in the world from the time 
shepherds watched their flocks by night, that the plow has 
driven out the sheep? There was a time when New York was 
a great sheep-raising State. That time has passed. There was 
a time when Ohio was one of the greatest sheep-raising States. 
That period has passed, too, because the decrease in the number 
of sheep in Ohio is just as great proportionately as it used to be 
in the older States where they tried to raise sheep. 

The only States in this country where there bas been an 
increase in the herds in the last year, or even in the last four 
or five years, ha\e been Nevada and Montana and perhaps some 
slight increase in Utah. 

Sheep are beiug raised now, as they always ha\e been, as 
they always will be, in a highly cultivated country, upon the 
lands that can not be cultivated. As we decrease the area of 
the sheep pastures by diversified farming, by resorting to 
irrigation, by increasing the size and number of our farms, we 
drive the sheep toward the mountain States until to-day we 
find them on the mountain slopes of the West. 

Why continue in this country this unholy alliance which taxeg 
the people more for their woolen clothing, tnxes the people 
more for their woolen blankets, in order to maintain an in
dustry which decreases as the plow drives it out and which 
will always disappear as agriculture appronches? Is it main
tained for the purpose of enabling the wool producers to sell 
their raw wool in a high market in order to enable them to 
obtain more for raw wool than they . otherwise conld obtain? 
Why, Boston is often the cheapest -wool market in all the worJLl, 
and at the present time there is hardly any appreciable <liffer-
ence in the price of wool in Boston r..nd abro~l'] . · 



650 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. APRIL 28, 

They talk about the Iiuml:>e1· of sheep decreasing 1n thi:s 
country daring the free-~ool period of the Wilson bill ; but they 
clecrf'.ased no more rapidly then than they have since. If 
the number of sheep decreased on account of the Wilson 
bill, then Australia our competitor in the world's market, 
-Ought to run·e profited by it, but during these years, when the 
number of sheep were decr easing in the United States. the 
n umber of sheep were decr easing al o in Australia. Therefore 
there is no reason for a tariff on raw wool except the reason 
given by the prominent exponents of the protective-taritl' 
policy-that it is the -very keystone in the arch of protection. 

We recognize that it is, and with all the foree of a mighty 
party, with all the impact made possible by 20 years or more 
of waiting, we have kicked the keystone from the areb an-0. 
the arch is already commencing to crumble. [Applause ~ the 
Democratic side.] We are making the kind of revision we 
ought to make, the kind of revision the people of this country 
expect us to Illil.ke. 
. ~his is not a ~ree trade bill, but it will fail of its pu.rpose 
if 1t does not bnng about a freer and an easier exchange be
tween the products of this country and the products of other 
countries. 

Great natural barriers, rivers and lakes, oceans and mountain 
ranges, will continue through the centuries to separate nations 
as they do now. Within their own certain defined boundaries 
nations will continue to exist and develop each for itself its 
own ideas and ideals, its own theories of government its own 
industries. But with the ad.ent of new methods ~f trans... 
porta tion and communieaUon over sea" and under rive.rs and 
mountain ranges may we not express the opinion that these 
natural barders still separating nations a:re not :is formidable 
as they were even a decade ago? Arni a.s the nations of tbe 
world get c1ose1· and ever closer together, as meuntains and 
seas and. rivers lose their importance a-s agencies which sepa
rate nations, may we not hope that th:e time is coming-is 
almost here-when the artificial tariff barriers nations build 
against each othe1· will prove to be less formidable than· they 
have been in the past? May we not hope that the time is near 
when sugar cane will be produced in the Tropics and when the 
dwellers in tropical lands will trade it to us for the products 
of onr colder North? l\Iay we not hope that the time Ls coming 
when the fine1· laces and the finer cotton fabrics will be pro
duced in Ireland and Engla nd and France, where climatic con
ditions make possible their cheaper production, and may we 
not expect to trade for these goods the stronger more dur:i ble 
fabrics which we can produ<!e here cheape:;.· a~ better than 
they can ever hope to do? 

We have developed here in a little over a century a great 
Nation, and the rapid development which bas startled the world 
has been possible beeau e of the fact that each section of eu1· 
country has been producing what it was best adapted to pro
duce, and across State lines, without any tariff obstruetions, 
each section has been and is e~changing the products which it 
can best produ~e for the products which other sections of our 
common country can best p1·oduce. We rurve developed r_apidly 
and quickly and well because trade routes have been free across 
rivers, lakes, and mountain ranges. 

Nations will contim10 to exi t within their natural boundaries, 
separated also by traditions and religions and prejudices but 
may we not hope that witb the establishment of peace trib~als, 
with the improved and quicker methods of communication there 
will come a time--pel'.haps not so fa.r off now as many think
when the commercial nations -0f the world will build fewer great 
fortresses along their boundaries, will no longeP e~ust the 
productive energies of their citizens in expensive preparations 
for war and carnage upon land and sea, but will prepare to con
tend, each against the other, in the great trade mar~kets of the 
world ~hin~ered ~Y towering tariff walls? ~1ay we not hope 
tlµt a tlille 1s cernmg when each section and nation, unaffected 
and unharnpered by unnatural trade conditions and restrictions 
may be permitted to produce what it is best auapted to produc~ 
and may be permitted to trade its products for the products olf 
other sections and nati-0ns? Men and illltions do not work and 
produee best when. prot cted. restrictecl, or stimulated; they 
grow strong and self-reliant ana a..ccomp:lish great results when 
they a.re free. Is it not peculiarly appropriate that we the 
greatest of the nations, should take the first long step in

1 

this 
direction? 
0~, East is Ee.st and West is West, and never the two shall meet 
Till earth and sky stand presently at God's great judgment seat· 
Bnt theTe is neither East nor West, border, nor breed, nor birth; 
W~~ntl~oe:ifI~.ng men stand face to faee, tho' they come from the ends 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
Mr. U:i\'DERWOOD. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 

from Texas [Mr. HARDY]. 

[l\fr. HARDY addressed the committee. See Appendix.] 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from 1\Ias.sachu etts 
[Mr. GARDNER] d.esir.e to use some of his time? 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa [U.r. 
GREEN]. 

Mr. GREEi.~ of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the resources of our 
country are s? numerous and so varied as to surpass those of 
an:v: .other nation. T.~ boundJ~ss expanse of. our prairies with 
their marvelous fer:Uhty of soil; the vast der>osits of oTe and 
coal .so abundantly provided; the cascades and waterfalls which 
f?-rmsh so cheap and abundant .a power to supplement that de
~·1ved from coal; the noble rivet·s which constitute nn.tura J arter
ies of ~ommerce; a ~arying climat;. whi~h is adapted to the 
production of the fruit and vegetat10n of nearly eve.ry clime
in these and many other respects too numerous to mention na
ture has given facilities for the accumulation of national w~a lth 
a~d the. advancement of individual prosperity which are un
nvaled ~n the broad world and which no other peeple can hope 
to acqmre. 
~ut ~ nation can have and keep no more thilll it p~oduccs or 

brings mt~ f?r°:1 which is usefal to man. Axiomatic a tl'lis 
~ta~~ent 1s m its ~ruth, simple as it is in expression, clear a.: 
it is rn thought, 1t has not always been re..,a.rded bnt all 
atternpts to ignore it h~ ve met with disaste1\ I:> Unf~11:una tely 
for us to-day the experiences of the past do not prevent new 
teac.he1·s a.rising, with pro.mises whieh neYer have been a.nd. 
never can .be fulfilled., but which are so seductive and aUurinO' 
as to begmle the restless and entrap the unwary. Vast as the e 
resource ai-e, if undeveloped th~y remain but curi.ositi.es which 
a~tract the gaze of the idk The b1.e- ings of the Almighty 
wi11 b:He 13een conferred upon us in vain if we ourselve turn 
to other climes and other races for the creation of all those 
innumerable things which supply our wants and for which 
nature has tarnished us with the materi-al in sueb abun(jance 
Gr_;at ~ is the l?ss ~hich we weuld sustain by disc:;i.rding o; 
negJectrng these l.Il.estima.ble benefits, the injury is small com
p~ed to that. which we would suffer if those prkeJess posses
srnns~ tbe br~ms and hands of the American people, were left 
inactive and idle. A fr edom sucb as ours leav.es untrammeled 
for the hig~st usefulness both thought and labor and only 
the want of oppertunity .for their use can prevent the d-evelop
ment o1 ~e keenest bram and mo.sti productive hand. Oppor
tunity bemg wanting the qualifieati-0ns become as nothing and 
the ealth and comfort that might have been produced for' each 
other are never created.. But it is not snfficient to gjve the laborer 
an opport~ty t? ~ork. This is· much, for the day ha.s been 
under policies smular to those brought forwal'd by the MU 
b~fore us when he was de.n.ied even that privilege. So too 
will thos~ days come again when this bill becomes a Jaw.' Tb~ 
opporturu.ty to be effered him must be one that brings him a 
reasonable degree of comfort fu.r himself and family in short 
a living. wa?~· which .c~n only .be o~tained fo11 him b; creating 
and mamt~g conditions which will permit its payment. 
Th~re are different theories as to how these great economic 

questions sru:mld be determined. I do not he11e intend to 
analy~e them. Systems avail but little as against results 

The Republican Party pre ents to the Nation to jwtify the 
protective principles which it has advocated a b.alanee sheet 
sh?wing the profit whic.b has resu1ted from their applicntion. 
With each succeeding decade in which our party has been in 
power wage standards have advaneed, the comforts of life bave 
been more widely di.stributed, the wealth of the Nation has 
increased until we reached a c0nditi-0n of prosperity beyond the 
hope or drea:ms of years not far away. 

Under its wise guidance we have developed our manufactures 
agriculture, and mines until the wants of 95,000.000 people a.r~ 
nearly all supplied by an exchange of native commodities 
created from native resources. In 1910 our factories added 
$9,000,000,000 in value to the material which they used. Our 
farmers created nearly as much. Our forests yielded lumber 
to the amount of $684,000,000, and our fisheries supplied 
$54.000,000. From agriculture and munufaetw·ing alone there 
was a grap.d total of $20,000,000~000, the product of American 
l:>Oil and American hands. This v.ast sum staggers calculation 
and bafiles the most acute mind in estimating the extent to 
which we have availed our elves of the resources of our land, 
but as a result more than one-third of the wealth, daily ac
eumula ted by the wboJe world, is acquired by tbe United States, 
and more farms and more homes a.re owned by em· working
men than all the laborers of the i·est of the world combined. 

Permit me here to digress a little. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER], in his sp.eech Inst weelr told us 
that American saws were sold all over the world a.s' the best 
in their line that could be produced. l'his may be true, but if 
true, how has it been brought about? The- answe.r is that this 
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condition could never· have existed bad not this industry been 
built up, sheltered, and fostered through years of trial by a 
protective · tariff. The very statement that the gentleman 
makes is in itself a tribute to one of the many and mag
nificient triumphs of tbe protective policy and the economic 
genius of the Republican Party. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] 

But all these splendid achievements count for nothing with 
the Democratic majority of this House; and by the pending 
bill they submit a propositio~ to close to a large extent our 
factories, to stop the de-velopment of our natural resources, and 
invite the world to share on favorable terms the profit and 
resulting wealth of the greatest and. best market in the world
the market of the United States. The distinguished gentle
man from Alabama has said that this bill will inaugurate a 
new fiscal policy. Its policy is widely different from that now 
prevailing, but it is not new. It is the same old plan in worse 
form and carried to greater extent, and it will bring the same 
or worse results than heretofore. It is not merely a tariff-for
reven ue measure, but such of its provisions as may properly 
be called protective are generally so imposed as to be injurious 
rather than beneficial. 

It is admittedly drawn for th) purpose not of increasing the 
development of our native resources but of increasing tbe use 
of foreign products. The extent to which this would be car
ried and our manufactures thereby displaced, they undertake to 
tell us in the tables presented with the report on tbe bill. But 
our Democratic friends are singularly unfortunate in the selec
tion of their statisticians. Two years ago when they presented 
the wool bill, with a 20 per cent duty on wool, they tben esti
mated that under it the increase of importations of wool would 
be over $40,000,000 and of manufactured goods over $19,000,000. 
When it was expected that the rate in the present bill would be 
15 per cent on wool they got out a handbook estimating that the 
additional importations of wool would be $27,000,000. Now, 
proposing to take the duty off of wool entirely, they estimate in 
these tables no increase whatever in its importation and only 
a slight increase in manufactured goods upon which they have 
made great reductions. Such statistics are worthless, and it 
would be idle to total them, but it is safe to say that an enor
mous increase in importations will take place upon the enact
ment of the bill. Under the Wilson bill of unhappy memory 
and Democratic rule, -the balance of trade theretofore existing 
in our favor as against foreign countries was reYersed and our 
gold supply drained to pay the debts incurred by purchases of 
foreign goods. The stimulus since given manufacturing by pro
tection has so developed them that we now have a balance in 
our favor of $500,000,000 annually. Large as our balance now 
is, I have no hesitation in saying that this bill is so drawn 
that when in full operation it will disappear, and foreign cred
itors to whom we owe millions in interest will call for our gold 
in payment. These increased importations must displace 
American goods of equal value and every day's w6rk put into 
them deprives an American laborer of his daily wage. When 
the manufacturer sees bis market slipping from him and the 
laborer loses his job; when, in order to retain any considerable 
portion of our trade the wages of our workingmen must 
be decreased, their standards of living lowered, and their 
purchasing power reduced, the same blight that spread 
over our industries under the Wilson bill will again paralyze 
business. 

A discussion may fairly arise as to whether a tariff should 
be levied for revenue only, or for revenue when needed and also 
for protective purposes; both rules can not be right, and in this 
illogical bill neither is adhered to. There was a time when 
what is called the principle of free raw material was good 
Democratic doctrine. It may be now in spots, but it has been 
little regarded in making up this bill. It is said that if the 
manufacturer gets his raw material free, he can compete in the 
markets of the world; but this is true only when his costs and 
wages ar ~ reduced to the lowest world prices. 

Notwithstanding there is some protection in this bill, it is not 
necessary to state that in making it up the question was not 
considered as to whether the duty imposed on imported goods 
would equal the difference in cost between that at home and 
abroad. No one pretends that any examination ao to wages was 
ma.de or that any duty was based on the difference in wages or 
any other costs which are higher here than in foreign countries. 
The Democratic report accompanying the bill itself states, in 
large type, that the " cost of production theory" is " rejected." 
In one sense this was a superfluous statement. But few of us 
expected our Democratic friends to be so candid. At last they 
confess to the owners of factories tba t in framing this bill they 
cared nothing about his manufacturing costs, and to the wage 
earner that they did not consider his compensation. 

It is somewhat of a surprise to have the members of a party 
which has always professed to be so friendly to the working
man now not merely admit, but boldly assert, that in fixing a 
tariff rate they were wholly indifferent to his wages, and that 
tl:ey would not take them into consideration. I know, of course, 
that some fine-spun theories are given as a reason for making 
this declaration; but the workingman will not be much inter
ested in the reasons for the rule as in its application. The stern 
logic of its consequences in lowering his pay will soon convince 
him, through resulting poverty, that theories will not buy 
clothes or fill the dinner paiL 

Mr. Chairman, I have not long been a :Member of this House, 
but I have been here long enough to see our Democratic friends 
continually shift their ground until I know not where to find 
them. Two years ago it was the tariff-for-revenue principle 
that was to be adopted, next the new competitive-duty theory 
was advanced, and now we are told that all figures as to the 
cost of production are to be cast to the winds in making up a 
tariff. As the last theory is the newest, I wish to briefly pay 
my respects to this astonishing declaration. 

Some critical gentlemen upon our side ha·rn complained of 
the lack of hearings or of their exceeding ' brevity. But why 
have hearings at all when costs are immaterial? For what 
purpose were such bearings as did take place? They were not 
needed under this new theory. Is it possible that they were 
held simply for the purpose of attempting to satisfy the 
producer with mere form while denying him the substance? 
Some other gentlemen, still more critical, have suggested that 
at a previous session, by a large majority of this House, a 
statute was enacted providing for a tariff board, and among 
those who then favored it were the distinguished gentleman from 
Alabama, leader of the majority, and our honored Speaker, who 
presides with so much urbanity, ability, and fairness. But why 
have a tariff board? A tariff board is primarily established 
for the purpose of ascertaining costs: and what have costs to 
do with the question, anyway? The new gospel answers 
"Nothing." 

The Republican Pnrty has committed itself irrevocably to 
the pl'inciple that a commission should be appointed to ascer
tain the cost of manufacture at home :mcl abroad, and that when 
these costs are so ascertained our platform declares that the 
difference between them will measure the tariff rate which 
should be applied. If there ever was a day when the manu
facturer was permitted to determine the rates for and by him
Relf, that day is past and gone. If there m·er was a day when 
the only question to be determined in fixing a particular rate 
was whether it was sure to be high enough to practically ex
clude all importations and competition, that day is also past 
and gone. I believe that I voice the sentiments of the Repub
lican Party to-day when I say that the rates should neither 
be so low as to abandon to the foreigner our own market-the 
finest market of tile world-nor so high that the unscrupulous 
may have an opportunity to take advantage of it to monopolize 
any branch of trade or unduly advance the price of a.ny com-
modity. ' 

The Tariff Board already created, although not with powers 
as full as w~ could desire, and, unfortunately, discarded by a 
Democratic House before its work had been carried to anything 
like the extent we desired, rendered two reports of great value, 
one of which-that upon wool and manufactures from it-is so 
full and complete as to be a model in its way and to be acknowl
edged as a world-wide authority. But this report presented 
facts conflicting with Democratic theories and Democratic legis
lation. So, although our Democratic friends had joined in tha 
creation of this board, no sooner had this report been produced 
than they became -vociferous for the abolishment of it. To a void 
the inevitable conclusions from the facts presented in it they 
were obliged to invent t.?1e new theory that the costs of produc
tion should be rejected. We welcome the issue thus presented 
and invite the earnest consideration of the American people to 
be given to the bill providing for such a commission, which we 
have introduced, confident that their sobar judgment will be in 
its favor. 

But once reject all consideration of cost of production, how 
easy it becomes to make a tariff. This explains some .of the 
most singular provisions in this bill. Everyone knows that Con
gress has been flooded with letters containing protests against 
provisions in the bill whereby a raw material is made dutiable 
and the product manufactured therefrom left free of duty, or a 
partly finished product is given a higher duty than the <:om· 
pleted article. ''Surely," said the writers, "this is a mistake-
a · clerical error; it never could have been intended ; as soon as 
the Democratic members of the Ways and l\1eans Committee 
have their attention called to it it will be corrected. ·It is absurd 
to put a tariff on our raw material and expect us to sell our 



652 OONGRESSIONA~ RECORD-HOE SE. APRIL 28, 

produ t <:Iuty free." Vain hope. The most clam.aging of ·these 
prc\isions m~re not and will not be corrected. Why? .Because 
ttny scientific reason can be given therefor? No. Scientifically 
they are blunders, egregious and monumental. £ut they were 
not and will not be corrected. because they were put into this 
law for political -effect. 

There has been "".ome talk about the classifications of this bill. 
The real classification of it depends upon the location in 'Which 
the article was produced-upon the necessity of IJacifying some 
particular elass of voters by 1eaving to them some shadow of the 
provisions under which they have heretofore been so prosperous. 
In other words, .its classifications are political and geographical. 
Witness the effort ·to ,retain the farmer's vote by putting ·a duty 
on wheat, .while at the same time offering the consumer Ilour 
duty free-by putting a duty on cattle and leaving .meats of au 
kinds, fresh and cured, absolutely free. True, flour is not free 
from counh·ies that impose .a duty on it when exported, but the 
Canadian duty was simply imposed ·n retaliation for ours; and 
how long after the enactment of this bill will it take Canada, 
where a duty can be changeC: by -executive order, to get its .fiour 
on ·the free list? When this is done the American miller can 
only pay the Canadian price foT wheat, and the farmer'.s pro
tection wrn only .exist in theory and not in <fact. · 

With reference .to cattle the farmer'.s filtuation .will be even 
worse. .'J.'here is no possible way in which this duty .on cattle 
can be of any. benefit to the farmer, for in any event the finished 
product of his pastures must be offered for sale in a Jllarket 
free of duty. The .price of .his cattle and hogs, when fattened 
and .sold, will be determined _by the price of meats, and meats 
are io be free. In mn.ny ways this duty on cattle is an actual 
dama.ge to the iauner. Young cattle are :relatively bis raw 
material, but if he wishes to replenish his herds from Canada 
or Mexico, .he must pay a duty on his supplies, and sell his 
finished product in the open market of the world. Thus this 
bill, as regard.s cattle, expos_es the farmer .to -.competition on 
meats of the cheap lands and cheap laber of Canada and 
Argentina, but l:J.andicaps him in addition by this duty. 

Eve.ry product of the .fields and forests of Canada is admitted 
free .of duty or .at a greatly reduced ta.riff. Mr. Chairman, .I 
never .had been ahle to understand :why the ·:Canadians -i·e
jected tbe reciprocity treaty, when Jt was such a .good bargain 
for -them. I understand it now. They had .the political -fore
sight to see that the Democratic .P.arty was coming into power 
and would gh·e them everything th~y wanted without askin_g 
anything in return. JApplause on the ·Republican .side.] 

What excuse can be given for -some of the .t:ates Jn the 
agl"icultural schedule? If wheat flour Js .to be free, why put .a 
duty on rice fiour? .As the bill puts _potatoes on the fTee :list, 
why should a duty .be ,put upon peanuts·? Can anyone .suggest 
a J'eason, e.~cept the latitude where LtheS.e products ,are, re~e.c
Uvely:, .raised. .Never was so much latitude taken in the ·p1·.epa
.rntion of a :bill as in the one under consideration, .and it is .:not 
all geographical as in the instances mentioned. SeriousJy, l\lr. 
Dhah:1nan, Jt appears to me that the Democratic pilots .of ·.the 
tariff ship 1m>e lost their bearings entirely and without ·helm 
or rudder, compass or light, are drifting aimlessly on a.n 
economic .sea-their motto: Any JJOrt in a political .storm. 

It is impossible, in the .short time that is allott.ea to me, to 
analyze fully even the more important -schedules of this bill, 
but since gentlemen on the other side usually talk in generalities, 
I wish to call attention to some of its ·remarkahle _provisions 
that I may further justify the position which 1 .have taken. 

T.he metal ·schedule is treated largely ·upon the .geographical 
and political lines. Band iron for .cotton ties used in the South 
is to be free. All other band iron and steel is .to have a 12 
per cent duty. Pig iron made in Alabama-and elsewhere, of 
course-bears a duty, but steel mils made from it in Perm!'?'y.1-
'ania and Illinois are :free. Perhaps the most peculiar of the 
-political classification.s is that which puts -smooth wire on 1he 
.dutiable list, but when it is further developed .by being "twisted 
and barbed, to make barbed wire, it 1s made free, ,as another 
bid .for the farmer's vote. Is it any wonder that .a ·bill contain
ing such provisions is framed in secret caucus and behind 
closed doors? 

.The. wool schedule-Schedule K-ought to ·be Tevised, and -:the 
Republican Party is not only desrrooo of making this _Te.vision, 
but is ready promptly to J)erform it. Let it be conceded :that 
i.he rates on raw wool in the present .law do ,not work .out 
equably. Tbis is co-nrected in .the bill wJlich we -will offer. .It 
may a-s well be -admitted that the cloth rates of the ;present law 
cov.er -duties ·which -render them to.o.high, especially on fue ,cheap 
. .grndes of cloth. But this, .too, is-corrected ·n the bill which ·we 
ha-ve offered and will again 1off.er. We know that 'its presenta
tion ·a.t this time is a ihankle s ·and a fruitless task. .If our 
·votes .had been sufficient .it would .huv:e passed at th.e last ses-

sion. If om ·votes were sufficient it iwould pn s now. iWe give 
it to the American pe.ople as an C'\"ldence of how ready and will
ing we .are .to place upon the statute books ta-riff -rates in a.c
co.rdance with the !fact found by an .irnJ>artial board. I-t would 
give reasonable _pruteetion to th~ American manufacturer and 
Jaborer, while ob.viating every objection to ·the present law 
which could be made by any person who believes in protective 
principles. At the same time it has been so carefully .drawn as 
to prevent any undue advantage being i:a.ken by means of its 
·rates. 

When we come tu con :ide:r how this -schedule was framed for 
the proposed bill, we ·find H was originally intended by our 
nemocratic frjends to put .a 15 per eent tariff on w.ool, and the 
fu·st edition of theiT handbook so stuted; .but for some -reason, 
possibly p.ressure originating rr.t the White House, in the final 
draft of the bi11 wool was .made free, 1tfid the woolgrower -found 
tl!at the doctrine of free 't'aw materials was to be rigidly .ap
plied to him. ln .the expressive slang of th~ day the sheep 
rais.ers were .to become the tariff "goat." Time forbids that I 
discuss this particular p.rovisio°', but -it has been completely 
analyzed by others, and .l pa s .to th.e manufactured articles 
covered by this schedule. 

Fortunately for us now, but unfortunately :for the country 
at the time, ·:we ha'\'e an experienoe to -geide us in the ;workings 
of ·somewhat similar provisions under the Wilson bill Not 
satisfied with the provisions of :the W.ilson bilJ, however, and 
seemingly fearing that something connected with the woolen in
dustry might -escape d-e.struction, the framers ·Of this bill ·.:have 
reduced the -rates fa.r below _the havoc-creating provisions of 
.that destructive .statute. :Scarcely ,1lnything •has escaped from 
-the beginning to the end of the bill. ·nut stay ! l had almost 
forgotten. There •was the .Angora -go.at .to .be taken cure .of; an 
animal which roams _by the thousands in .the Southern States 
pasturing -on .gu-lch and b-ru.sh land worth at lea.st 25 cents an 
acre. He1·e protection and protective theorles were invoktid. 
Angora wool, tops, ifarns nd cteth :made ifrom .goat wool -or hair 
bear a duty ranging ;from 20 to 40 per cent ad -valoreru, and thi~ 
"infant :i:ndustl~," "f I ay use that term so much derided, is 
most comfortably protected 'find pres_erved. 

.Le.t ·us fol' a moment crompa:re the .duties 'OD cloth in this bill 
with those •of the Wi1 on ·bill. Both this rand •the Wilson J>ill 
make :wool ·-Of ihe ·sheep free -of duty, ·but this ·bill :Puts a dnty 
upon cloth in which !the :wot>l content is the chief value at ouly 
35 per .cent. ~e :Wil on bill gave • .a ~-0 per cent duty on .cloth 
not worth o.ver 50 cents a pound :and over -that -value :fixed _a 
duty -0f 50 ,per cent. Cloths wor.th ru:>t rtio .exceed 50 cents a 
pound rWOUld not ..haw their -chief 'lrnlUe <-Of •WOO} UJille S .made Of 
shoddy, ·which -is chea_per even ihan ·_cotton. Thus ·the low rates 
of the Wilson bill were impo ed ·:upon 11 class of goods which 
under the ·wqposed bill :would -go mostly ill the cotton sched
ule, and for all .practical _purJ)oses we can compare ·the .3.5 
per eent rate of the bill befo.re us -with ·the 5.0 :per cent ·rate upon 
cloth of tire Wilson bill. Notwithstanding the rntes ·of the 
Wil on bill were o J11uch higher .than this bill. the stagna.tion 
of the woolen industry was such un-Oe_r jts operation tha.t .in one 
year 7,000,000 pounds of.Amerjcan::;grown wool could not be used 
at home and had to be exported. .ls there any reason given why 
·the American manufacturer can ·better ·compete-now- than then~ 
On the contrary he ls suffering .under additional ·disadvantages, 
for since ·:that time his wage cale has iinci·eased 35 per cent, 
and the excess of the cost of h!s machinery above that abron.11 
has also increased. It takes no pro_phet -to predict how this bill 
will affect the cloth manufacturers. 

Tbe WJlson hill sent our ·sheep to th.e slaughterhouse, le:ft 
wreck a.nd rnin w -the woolen industJ:y, and deprived ·men of 
employment in the mills by theusa.nds. r can now but admiJ:e 
tile daring wtth w.hich the Democratic mlljority now flh1gs 
through ihis .Echednle its defiance to both capital .and labor, but 
.J llimnbly yet iirmly condemn theh' judgment. 

_The cotton schedule i too important to ,pass without spe
cial notice. The -rates of the -pre ent ln w n1:e unneces~a ri Jy 
high-,so high that, in my judgment, they might be safely 
reduced an a>erage of one-third, if averages supplie.d the proper ' 
method of making eductions, as they clo not, although often 
used in framing this ·bilL The repart of the Tariff B on.rd sb@ws 
that so far the American people have not suffered by reason 
of these rates; but that, on the conh::ary, by reason of n de
pressed condition of the trade, cotton manufactures haYe often 
been sold by -the m.iHs below cost. Competition has e>er heeu 
strong ·in cotton goods, and no trust ().r combine htts e'er (i · d 
the mill prices. This, of course, does not show tba t the rate 
ought not to be revised, and we are wiJlin.g and seady to re,·i.i;;e 
thern if a reasunable time is giYen, and the rates should nc1.;onl 
with the report of the TarifI Board in .:?es11ect to this sclled n I e 
as elsewhere. We a k aga:in that .they co.us.ider the report -oil 
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the cotton schedule, as we have asked heretofore. The action The CHA~RMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
of their secret caucuses gives us little hope or expectation that MooN] is recognized. 
this wili'be granted. but the refusal makes an issue between us Mr. MOON. Mr. Chairman, this measure was agreed on in a 
and them upon which we are quite willing to go to the country Democratic caucus and will be passed in the House without 
at large. alteration. A. discussion here is of no effect, but only a method 

The details of this schedule are so numerous as to pre•ent by which the views of Members may reach the country through 
in my limited time anything like a complete view. Here the the medium of the RECORD, as the caucus consideration of the 
rates in this bill <ire, as elsewhere, upon an ad valorem basis, bill was not published. The real debate and legislation w~s in 
with a new classification not heretofore attempted. Cotton is the caucus. I shall not discuss the schedules. '!'heir favorable 
a commodity which varies so much in price, having fluctuated consideration by the committee and the caucus is an assurance 
from 9 to 16 cents a pound, that any application of ad valorem of the wisdom of the bill as a whole and that as a policy i re
rates to materials composed of it must result in extreme flue- sponds in the main to the established principles of the Demo-
tuations in the duty, in many instances doubling the amount cratic Party. • 
of it and in many cutting it in two. But it is unnecessary It is true that the measure is, and of necessity must be, 
for me to dwell upon the advantages of having a specific rate crude in some respects. It may be that exact equality in the 
in the cotton schedul~. and I pass to the consideration of other distribution of the burdens of taxation is not fully obsened in 
items. some instances in the bill. It is possible that in view of the 

'Vhen we examine the provisions of this schecfule we find conditions heretofore existing in oul' revenue system the reduc
that it also is framed upon geographic lines. The report of the tions in tariff duties are in some cases too great. I shall 
Tariff Board shows that the low grades of cloth manufactm·ed briefly discuss some of the underlying principles of taxation 
in the South need no protection, or at least only a nominal one. upon which the measure rests. We can not hope to have after 
They are well taken care of in this bill. The same is true with half a century of protective tariff a measure enacted for the 
reference to yarns. The higher grades of cloth manufactured in purpose of revenue only, perfect in its details, nor in strict 
the North in many lines now largely imported are inadequately accordance with the accepted principles of the party in power 
protected. No attention is paid to costs in the varied and that formulates it. Governments have always used the taxing 
numerous processes which are applied to the cloth in finishing power to enforce the theory upon which they are established or 
it or in special processes of weaving. , administered by its dominant political force. Imperial or auto-

A.ll of these processes, whether those in which the American cratic governments use this power to strengthen their in
cost is no larger than the European or whether the most com- fiuence and control over the subjects of their dominion by 
plicated and intricate weaves of the Dobby or Jacquard looms, accustoming them to the continued concentration of authority 
in which the American cost of production is more than double in a select or ruling class which is made subordinate in some 
that of the European. "with one fell swoo ,, are thrown into measure to the dictator or imperial head. Taxation in such 
hotchpotch, and whether one of the simplest is applied or governments is directed to this end. The support of royalty 
many of the · most intricate, all are covered by an advance is the chief purpose. In every modified or constitutional mon
in the duty abo•e the rate on the plain cloths in the gray of archy the same power in a less definite method is exercised-
2! per cent. Mr. Chairman, such a method of tariff rate mak- but with none the less effect-to uphold the ruling classes and 
ing is not simply a blunder; it is an economic crime. In Jaw confer on them benefits that do not come to the masses of the 
gross negligence thnt results in the destruction of human Jife people who pay the taxes. Such views are, of course, obnoxious 
is called manslaughter. The provisions to which I have re- to self-respecting freemen. The right to assess and collect taxes 
ferred ought to be called trade slaughter. is the vital power of all governments, They can not exist 

It is said that thiR bill will make goods cheaper. I think it without it. Upo_n the proper exercise of this power depends, 
will; but wben goods become cheap labor becomes cheap, and more than upon any other function of government, the liberty, 
if the housekeeper buys cheaply the farmer must sell cheaply. the prosperity, and the happiness of the people. 
Neyer can our opponents, by any method, make purchases In a Republic the taxing power is presumed to be exercised 
cheap and sales dear. They wrn bring about fewer sales and in obedience to the Constitution for the promotion of the wel
fewer purchases. There will be Jess work. Less work means fare, not of the few or ruling class but of the great masses of 
not only more idle meu but lower wages, and the more men the whole people, upon the theory that government is inaugu- · 
that become idle, the poorer they will become individually, and rated for the protection of the people and that its powers 
the poorer the Nn tion will become. should be exercised to that end. But there may be such a 
- What country is there among the great nations of the world serious perversion of the taxing power, even in a Republic like 
that uses the ~ystem, so far as there is a system, upon which ours, as to endauger its perpetuity by the pursuit of theories 
this bill is prepared? England and England alone. · that in their ultimate effect establish a ruling class based on 

One pe .. son in ten among the laboring classes in England is a wealth secured under the forms of law which give distinct ad
pauper, and one out of five must at some time in bis life receive vantage and power to the classes and enable them to obtair\ 
assistance from the poor rates. So clear and so plain is it that dominion over the majority of the people. This results from 
its workingmen can never expect to lay up anything for their the fact that the party dominant in the affairs of government
advancing years, that the principle of old-age pensions has been without violating the Constitution in the exercise of its legisla
forced upon its Parliament and enacted into a law. And this tive discretion, of which discretion no other power has con
is England. The land of free raw material, where the manu- trol-may so lay the burdens of taxaton as to benefit the few 
facturer gets ev<!rything that be uses duty free. I know that and jeopardize the rights of the many. When our Constitu
the sun never sets ou. its world-encircling territory. I know tion was formed the intense spirit of patriotism which bore 
that by the exercise of this system it has reached out and gath- to a successful conclusion the greatest of all political revolu
ered unto itself the markets of the world, bat I know, too, what tions wa,s chilled in its ardor by internal strife and dissension 
a feal'ful price she has paid for it. I know-and you know- and disagreement among the Colonies in the formation of the 
that for the workingman in England the star of hope never American Republic. The spirit of 1776 was not breathed into 
rises; that the dark shadow of want never lifts from his babita- the Constitution, nor yet was the rule of monarchy tolerated 
tion; and the gaunt wolf of hunger ever threatens at his door. by its expressed terms. The Constitution in its essential fea-

We of the Republican Party seek for the farmer and the tures was a compromise between the principles of free govern
Jaborer some other prospect besides the benefit of a cheap coat ment and limited monarchy. Its federalism was too intense to 
ann a bare subsistence. We want the farmers' products to bring secure the- blessings of freedom, and the Republic couJd not 
in u fair retm'Il for his toil and ~nvestment. We insist that the have survived but for the amendments to the Constitution in 
workingman's wages must be governed by his work and his which all of the most sacred guaranties t.o the American citizen 
worth. and not by that. whi_ch will me1·ely en~b.le h.im t~ e~st. are contained. There were two great parties ~on tending for 
We wish to put hope m .his breas.t and amb1~10n 1? his mmd I supremacy at the beginning. One, rapidly forming from the 
thro?gh a f~ir compensation for bis work~ wh1~h w11l open up . remnant of toryism, wheeled into line tor political -action on 
to bun a brighter and a better future, brwg him comfort and I thP. fall of monarchy, restoring as best it could under the Con
independ~nce, and, I?ost imp~rtn.nt of all, sha~ ,,give .him the I stitution conditions, theories, and policies of the mother coun
opportumty. to exercise the highest and. best citizenship. For, try. It assumed the control of thP. new RP.puMic as a consena
the promotion <?f ~ese i;nuch-desired o~Jects we shall look to I tJvP. force between modern monarchy in ~ornrnmental prnctices 
the proposed b1~ m vam. The workm~man has asked for I :md n progressive Republic. It proposed a system of J?edernl 
bread, and he will find that he has been given a stone. [Loud I taxation for the protection of certain defined rnter·e. ts lly the 
applause.] exercise of that oower in their fn~cr, and therefore to the cl is -

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman favor of the baiance of mankind. This w:is tlle Fmle::;tlist 
from Tennessee [Mr. MOON]. Party. It sought in restricted form the exemrililica iou of tbe 
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doctrine of monarchy. It was the old and not the new idea of 
things that it upheld. · 

But when the spirit of revolutionary freedom again asserted 
itself the Federal Party in the United States was shattered on 
the rock of the alien and sedition laws, and its great and power
ful antagonist, the Democratic Party-or as it was then calJed 
the Republican Party-resting its faith on the doctrine of 
equality and justice among men, succeeded to the control of 
the affairs of the Union. It was this party that made the 
amendments to the organic law that enabled the Union for the 
first time to be properly called a Republic among the nations 
of the earth. The successor to the Federal Party was the 
Whi~ Party, a great and in many respects a wise political 
organization, but, unfortunately, inheriting from the Federal 
Party its theory of taxation. Thus the struggle co~tinued as 
to whether the powers of our Government should be used to 
promote the welfare of a select and powerful clatss seeking the 
domination of national affairs, or whether that power should 
rest with and secure blessings for the masses of the people. 
This great ·party, too, fell in the struggle against the rule of 
the people, and the latter-day Republican Party arose upon its 
ruins to press for the half of a century-by reasons of unfor
tunate conditions which held it in power-the rule of the classes 
against the people, exercising the powers of taxation to 
strengthen its political forces by a system that protected the 
American manufacturer against competition in trade and forc
ing the consumers-the people-to submit to the dictation of 
trusts, combinations, and monopolies which it created and fos
tered under its tariff laws. The Democratic Party, under every 
condition of adversity-which I need not now recount-has 
presented as the cardinal principle of its faith equality, uni
formity, and justice in taxation. It has advanced this theory 
as the corollary of its principles, and triumphing in the great 
national contest in 1912 in every branch of the Government, it 
now proposes to destroy the Republican policy of inequality and 
injustice to the masses and afford some protection to the com
mon people against the rapacity and greed of the enemies of 
popular government. How shall it be done? How can it be 
done? Examine the policies and the effect on the people of the 
enforcement of the systems of taxation of the respective parties 
and determine which is conducive to the popular good and 
which is destructtve to the popular welfare. 

The Constitution vests in Congress the power to assess and 
collect taxes and duties upon imports, in the manner therein in
dicated, for the support of the Government. Thus the constitu
tional authority to deal with the great question of taxation 
rests with Congre s. The Republican Party, following the pre
cepts of Federalism and Whiggery, have announced and enforced 
the principle that taxes are not to be imposed upon the people 
merely for the purpose of supporting government, but, as shown 
in the very title of their tax bills, to encourage manufacturers 
and American industries. The encouragement of manufacturers 
and American industries in all branches of trade in a legitimate 
way is altogether wise, but how did they propose to encourage? 
By the enactment of laws which gave protectio.n to the .A.~~ri
can manufacturer in trade and commerce agamst competition 
from abroad. In other words, they fixed the tax upon imports 
so high as to prohibit importation in certain particular lines of 
articles from foreign countries, and thereby gave directly to 
the people engaged in those lines of manufacture in the United 
States the exclusive market. It was said that this exclusive 
market was in the interest of the American people because it 
()'ave employment to labor and furnished a market for the prod
~cts of the farmer. But a long experience with this system has 
demonstrated the fact that while those engaged in the manu
facture have reaped vast wealth from the policy the laborer has 
not yet obtained any benefits other than the pittance of a liv
ing, and that the farmer bas obtained no benefits because the 
system has given him no ad-vantage which he would not other
wise have had. But this view of the system has been in a 
measure abandoned, as well as the theory that the forejgner 
paid the tax, as it is well known that only the consumer pays 
the tax; that the importer, if an article is brought into the 
United States, pays the cost of carriage, the tariff tax, and adds 
both to the cost of the article, together with his profits, and 
profits are sometimes added two or three times by reason of the 
fact that the article passes from the importer to the wholesaler, 
the jobber, and the retailer, each of whom takes a profit from 
the consumer, the people, and all of which is involved in the last 
price charged to the consumer. 

But the baleful effects of the system do not ern1 there. Com
petition is destroyed in most articles by reason of the high taritt 
and the American people do not get the benefit of the foreign 
production, but they must take alone the American production 
under a system that enables the American producers to take 

unto themselves such profits as they desire and .choose to exact. 
In those instances where there is no importa n on, of course, 
there is no revenue and the Treasury of the Federal GoYern
ment gets no benefit, because of high duties prohibiting im
ports. Thus it is that the power of the Government is exer
cised, in the instances where it is desired to gi..-e special benefits 
to certain classes, to divert tl1e re-venue from the Government 
by this indirect system into the coffers of the favored ciass. 
And how does this happen? It is because the protection thus 
afforded against competition enables the home producer to have 
a successful monopolistic market and to charge for his produc· 
tions just such prices as he will. The people are at the mercy 
of the favored. But it may be said that competition among men 
engaged in the same line of industry woulcl reduce to a proper 
minimum the cost of the articles manufactured. The combina
tion between men engaged in the same ' line, the trusts, upon 
particular articles, by which a large proportion of the factories 
are shut down and a large portion of labor excluded from work 
and profits divided among those in the trust whHher producing 
or not, has made this system of domestic competition an utter 
impossibility in the commercial affairs of our country. The 
effect of this legislation, whether intentional or not on the part 
of the Republican Party, has brought about in the United States, 
as the natural result of its principles, an untoward condition 
that is destructive of the supremacy of the masses not only in 
its application, but in a result that has created untold wealth, 
carrying with it the power to conh·ol the affairs of Government. 
You may ask me whether the Democratic position is more conso
nant with the principles of free institutions and more in the 
interest of the masses of the people than the policy of the Repub
lican Party. 

The answer is that the Democratic doctrine can not be and 
is not in itself a p rfect system, and none can be, because of 
the conditions in a country like this, diversified in its interests 
and extenshe area; but the principle upon which the doctrine 
rests is sound, and the application of the doctrine will in its 
effect give more benefit to the vast majority of the people thm 
any other known system of Federal taxation. It rests upon the 
theory that the greatest good must come to the greatest num
ber, and that, if exact equality and uniformity and justice can 
not be secured in the assessment and co11ection and disburst.'
ment of taxes. the nearest approach possible shall be made 
to it, and therefore it presents certain fundnmental principles 
of taxation which we believe are conducive to the welfare of 
the people. First, the Democracy says that the Government 
shall not exact from the people in any form more taxes. more 
of their substance for the support of the Government, than is 
necessary to administer the affairs of the Government eco
nomically. Is not this a sound principle? Should the people 
be made to pay more to support their Go>ernment than is 
needed to support it economically? Is not any other theory un
just to the people? Is not any other doctrine oppressive to the 
people? Next in the application of this doctrine to raise reve
nue for the support of the Go-vernment it insists that the burden 
of taxation shall be laid with equality and ju tice. How is 
this to be accomplished? Can there be such a thin()' as exact 
equality and exact }ustice in the application of a principle of 
tnxa tion to a thousand varied articles produced under varied 
conditions o>er a vast area of a common country? It must be 
answered that exact equality and exact justice in all instances 
\s au impossibility by reason of these conditions. Then. what 
principle shall we adopt to obtain this recognized right of equal 
distribution of burdens of taxation and equal benefits to arise 
from the system? 

It is evident that we must resort to a policy that will bring 
about this result as nearly as possible, and while it can not be 
brought to mathematical certainty it can be obtained for the 
great and overwhelming masses of the people by the enforce
ment of the doctrine that the least of the burdens of taxation, 
the smallest tax, shall be imposed upon those articles that are 
the necessities of life to the end that the nece sities of life may 
come to the great masses of the people as cheaply as possible 
and the cost of living reduced to the minimum; again, that the 
burdens of taxation shall rest most hea >ily on the ltuuries of 
life. Why, it may be asked, should the burdens rest more 
heavily upon the luxuries of life? It is because the principle of 
equality can not be fully obtained under a tax system different 
from this policy. The few enjoy the luxuries of life not neces
sary to their existence; they have the means of obtaining them. 
They are possessed of wealth and immense power, and the Gov
ernment protects that wealth, and therefore they should bear 
the burden of taxation in proportion to the great benefits the 
Go-vernment gives to them in the protection of their interests. To 
me this seems a logical and sound conclusion. To me it seems 
the necessary result of those prinriples of government which 



1913. · CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 655 
the Demoemcy profes8es, prindples that reeognize the . supe
riori ty of no -class and no distinction in Ameriea.n eitizenship, 
but eqllality under the Oonstitution and equal dghts and -Op
portunities for :all affected by taxation resting on the means of 
individuals -and not ·on individuals themselves so far -as possible. 
It is ineoncei-vable that so many -of our people ·sh"Ould haw :ad
hered to the .Uoetrme -of prot ection. Of course the 2qo,ooo men 
who h av-e been the proteeted benefieiaries of the system a.re 
to be expected from -selfish motives to adhere to it. 

But how tho of the vast laboring classes -of this country 
and the farming interests of this eountry, which have not ~e
c-e.i\ed and can not receive u ltimately any benefits from such a 
system, pardcularly under the industrial conditions which 
maintain in the lJnit~d States, support such a doctrine is be
yond our concepticm, It is said that there :are 15,000,000 -of 
American cttizens--<>rdiml.ry 1aborers-wbo nre engaged by the 
200,000 men a t the head -of 'the great industrial and protected ' 
system of the Union. H is said that some 3;000 articles fall 
under the dominion of this power. Let us assume as tru-e that 
which is clearly false, that these 15,000,000 of American work
men have obtained -special benefits in conn~on· with their 
13uperiors under whom they are working under the protective 
or noncompetitive :system of trade in the United States, under 
the monopolistic system of trade, under the trusts and com
binations, then put to them the question, Is it 1.·ight that you 
should recei e these benefits as against the 8(),000.000 of people 
-wh<> are -engaged .in 'Other pursuits and do not receive them? Is 
H n<>t fer for you; is lit not better for you tha t laws that main
t aJn equality and jllStice should prevail rather than those that 
grant special fav-or to y~'? How ·can any logieal mind reach 
the conclusion that in the establishment of justiee 80,000,000 of 
people must pay tribute to 15,000,000! The · American people 
have evidently reached the conclusion that the ·eonditions und-er 
which they are living were n-ot the best for them; that it was 
n ot a good thing tu maintain a system of government that 
would make a few multimil 'lfonaires and secure no blessings to 
the bala nce of m ankind. They ha>e evidently reached the con
clusion that the wnrld has very much wealth in it and that 
that wealth is the ·prodnct of labor, and that if a -system is 
devised and administered under the forms of law which en
nb1es a few men to sequester that wealth, hoard it, handle it. 
and control it in their own names and for their -own selfish 
purposes that tbe lralm1ee .of t he people must of necessity be 
injured to the extent -0f the sequestra tion. 

The Democrntie Party is going to remedy tbese e;onditions. It 
ean be and will be i:.one, in pa rt, by the pend:ing bill. But let us 
n ot be m istaken. All the trusts in the United States and all the 
combinations in r estraint of trade and in opposition to the su
premacy -of the people do not come on account of a protecti-ve
t ariff system, a l though tha t aystem was the mother and for years 
the protecting hand tha t guided the great trusts. There are 
other combinn tions; there nre other monopolies; theTe are other 
t rusts than those that arise under the tariff system. They haYe 
come by reason of the fact err private legislation in their own 
interest and of natu ral monopolies under which th.ey a.re con
trolled. These can n ot be r eached except through the process of 
the cTiminal law. Tbe power of taxation ·ean not be success
fully invoked for their suppression. It can be and is invoked 
in the shape of an income tax in this bill to foree them to a 
just contribution tD the support of the Government. The mis
sion of the Dernocrn:tic P arty is not accomplished with the pas
sage of tariff bills according to its theories of guvernment nor 
indeed would it by the p.a.ssage of laws that would effectually 
destroy trusts and mooopolies. The accomplishment of these 
ends would only tend to 'bring our country to the condition 
which it should ha-ve, and under a proper a dministration of law 
and obedience to the principles of our Constitution would have, 
had and enjoyed for the last half of a century. These enact
ments will operate to the expansion of our trade, to the reduc
tion of the cost of living at home, and the rehabilitation -0f the 
merchant marine which h as been destroyed under the protective 
system and under the registry laws of the Go"ernment. But 
far beyond t hese .economic questions the development of the 
principle of free go•ernmerrt under the Constitution is the mis
sion of the Democra tic Party. There can be no inertia in gov
e1·nment-inactivity mea:os dissolution :and death. Tbe condi
tions which w:e now seek to remedy perhaps would not have 
existed if the peop1e had had full control of their Gove1"Il
ment. Why is ·it that a situation in the ·economic administration 
of our affairs could exist such as that we have described? How 
is "it tha t the powers .and functions of go-vernment can be taken 

· and perrer ed from the _public interest to private interest? 
Wby is it that 1egitimat-e legislation in the interest of the 

peo11le can :be ch ecked and legislation ever enacted in the inter
est of the .classes -seeking dominion and legislatiYe, judicral, and 

executtve control of the Go·rnrnment under the _power of wealth? 
It is largely because that ·under our Constitution the Govern
ment is too far removed from the people. Under sueh a sys
tem equal or better -Oi)portunity exists for a select class than 
the people to rule. The Federal Government must be brought 
closer to th-e people and th€ people to the Federal Go·rnrnment 
if liberty and justiee are to be preserved. Our people look 
upon the Federal instituti-Ons in a measure as foreign, and, in 
many places, even inimi~al to their welfare. This wou1d not 
be true if the people had full participation in the affairs of 
government. So long as their duties toward the GoveTnment 
apparently are so meager their slight participation in its affairs 
does not produce a profound interest, and just so long the <>P
portunities of those wh-0 have designs to accomplish fhruugh 
the instrumentalities of government may be successful. In 
the States, where the people elect .all of their officers at the 
ballot box, the rights of the citizens are jealously guarded, but 
in the affairs of the United States that profound interest which 
the people take in their State affair~ is not manifest. If you 
will give .to the citizen the right to east his vote directly for 
President, as has recently been done for Senators; if you will 
give him the right to vote f.or his district attorneys, for the 
F-edernl judges, who must dete-mine questions of property 
rights and often of life and liberty, in which he ts concerned; 
if y-ou will give him the right to VQte for the marshals to -exe
cute the Federal processes, for the collectors who gathe:r the 
Federal revenues,· and for the postmaster at the ofiiee of bis 
residence, you will give to him an interest in Federal affairs 
that will make him the gua1'dian of F-ederal liberty .and rights. 

Who can call this a Republic save in name, when -0f ail the 
vast thousands of offices that are n~essary to administer its 
affairs only the Representatives in Congress and now Sena
t<>rs -are elected by a direct vote of the people at the ballot 
box! Let us trust that there is no way to impede the march of 
Democratic th-Ought and sentiment. Let us trust that the day 
is not far distant when this G<>vernment shall be in fact as it 
is in theory under the direct control and dominion of the masses 
-0f the people; when conditions shall be such that the mere dis
cretion of men in office shall dominate no longer but the law 
shall be dicta.t-0r. TJ0t :us maintain a government <0! law and 
not of men. 

While we guard sacredly the rights -0f the States, let us not 
neglect the development of the constitutional powers -0f th"0 
Federal Government for the promotion of the welfare of t11e 
people. Our authority in actual exercise now reaches fur 
beyond the seas. Our intluence is felt among all the nations. 
Our foreign relations are ever enlarging. Our national duties 
-and obligations are increasing, and we may yet be forced to 
the eonelusion that for the peaceful solutl-0n of great inter
national questi-0ns it may be wise for the States to grant 
the Union further constitutional sovereign power~ The future 
may bring perplexing issues on account of the .exercise of sov
ereignty by 48 different States ov.er one and the same subjeet 
in an essentially difi'.erent way, while the -central Government 
is powerless on the same question to meet just domestic or 
international demands. But these are questions for the future, 
and it is not now and it will not be safe for the States to :con
cede any more of their sovereignty to the United States until 
our Constitution is a.mended and revised so as to force the 
G<>vernment under · all conditi-ons to respond promptly lm.d 
-effectively to the demand -0f the will of the majority of the 
.people. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the _gentleman from 
Missouri {Mr. BARTHOLDT]. 

The CHAIRl\IAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. B.AR
THOLDT] ls recognized. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairmnn, the average American 
citizen requires no expert knowledge of the tariff question to 
perceive the fundamental -errors which are misguiding the 
hands of the Democratic tariff tinkerers. I grant it is not 
malice which pro-mpts the ruthless shaking of the legal founda
tion upon which American industries have been built; it is 
innocence, rather, the innocence of the child playing in close 
proximity of a red-hot stov~. 

As a party our Democratic fl'iends still permit the cott-on 
grower's hand to write their tariff bills and his mind to dictate 
their policies. .The cotton grower-and he is but human, as we 
all are-wants to sell Ws product at the highest possible 
prices and to buy all his necessaries :at the · lowest possible 
p1·ices. As he has to fear no outside competition with his own 
product, be is naturally for either free trade or a revenue tariff. 
which is free trade in principle. It is free trade because protec
tion as a principle is eliminated, and where it occurs HS n pnrt in 
a revenue tariff it does so only -as an incident-in the opinion of 
the framers of the pending bill eyen as an unwel-comc incident. 
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And there you are. When we had no manufacturing industries 
to spenk of in this country the interests of the cotton grower 
were the common interests of all, and at that time free trade 
was no doubt the right policy; but while a revolutionary 
change of conditions has occurred, while nearly one-half of 
the .d.merican people now depend upon manufacturing as a live
lihood, Democratic policy has remained unchanged. It is bar
ren and unfruitful and does not consider the needs of either 
the manufacturer or the wageworker but only the interests of 
the cotton grower nnd of those who sell noncompetitive 
products. 

From the standpoint of the general welfare this is one of 
the fundamental errors underlying the Underwood bill. More
O\er, our friends ha'e forgotten that under fue last Democratic 
tariff e\en the cotton grower did not prosper, because the 
people had no money to buy his product, so that its price went 
down to 4 cents a pound. 

Another fundamental error is the assumption that all Amer
ican manufacturers have grown rich and fat under Republican 
tariffs. The fact is that the vast majority of them, owing to 
fierce competition, ha\e to be content with but small profits, 
and, indeed, have to do ·very close figuring to make both ends 

.meet. The great fortunes which have been built up in the 
United States are not due to the tariff; in fact, have no con
nection with it, but are t;he result either of enhanced land 
T"alues, of valuable patents, or of the exploitation of natural 
resources. The American manufacturer, who often risks his 
all and usually has his all invested in his plant, deserves 
credit for his enterprise rather than the slurs heaped upon him 
by the free-trade party.-

It would be almost criminal, Mr. Chairman, to disturb the 
prosperous condition of the country by tariff tinkering were it 
not for the high cost of living. That is generally recognized as the 
excuse for the attempted legislation. And yet, have our friends 
on the other side e\er investigated just what the articles are that 
have gone up in price? Permit me to say that, speaking gen
erally, they are not the tariff-protected goods, but the foodstuffs, 
the products of the farm. It was for this reason that President 
Taft proposed reciprocity with Canada. In return for proper 
concessions he aimed to enlarge the supply of our brf'adstuffs. 
and so reduce the high cost of living. Bow furiously that plan 
was criticized! But what will those same critics say when they 
read the Underwood bill and find that it will open our gates 
to Cannda without ex.acting a single concession in return. Right 
in this connection let me suggest that the country will watch 
with bated breath the redemption of the Democratic promises 
to the effect that farmers, under a Democratic tariff, would 
receire the same high prices for their products as before, while 
the laboring men of the cities would be enabled to buy the same 
products much cheaper than before. This will be solving the 
problem of making both ends of the seesaw go up at the 
same time. The Republicans pointed out the impossibility of 
such a feat, but in vain. Enough people followed the "false 
prophets" to give them a plurality of the votes, because people 
bad forgotten what followed the enactment of the last Demo
cratic tariff bill. l\Iy prediction now is that the main effect of 
this legislation will be to cripple the industries, reduce wages, 
and throw labor out of employment to such an extent as to 
seriously decrease the demand for farm products, owing to the 
inability of the masses of the people to buy them at nny price. 
As a consequence I predict that the farmers will be the first to 
join the industrial classes in their demand for a restoration of 
the benetirent policy of protection. 

In the kindergarten in which this bill was framed the most 
important factor seems to have been entirely overlooked, 
namely, the American standard of wages and the desirability of 
maintaining it. The United States is a high-wage country; 
practically all others are low-wage countries. It is not true 
that we can make up for the advantage which our competitors 
enjoy on thnt account by the employment of better machinery 
and more efficient workmen. If this was true at one time, it is 
no longer true to-day, for the manufacturers of Europe have 
not only bought our machines, but impro-ved on them, and as 
to the efficiency of labor, it is patent that when several genera
tions of the same family work at the same trade, as is the 
custom in Europe, they must become proficient, and at least 
the equals of those of us who are engaged in the same line of 
trade. As a general proposition, I believe it to be absolutely 
true that the American manufacturer, owing to his intelligence 
and enterprise, could easily compete with all the world on 
eqnnl terms, provided be can get his labor as cheaply as his 
foreign rival, but if it costs him more than his competitor to 
manufacture his product all his ingenuity will avail him 
Ii thing, and he will be unable to compete. Then, the only ques
tion to determine is, Does it cost him more? Fortunately there 
is no lack of authentic information on that point. 

'. 

It is admitted by all that American wages in nearly all in
dustries are two and_ three times higher than wages in foreign 
countries, and it is this difference which it was sought to 
equalize by the Republican policy of protection. This wise 
policy placed the home manufacturer on an equal footing with 
his foreign competitor and at the same time protected the 
American laboring man in his high standard of living and 
against the reduction of his wages to the European level. 
There is no escape from the conclusion that to strike down this 
protection will have the effect of either putting both the Amer
ican manufacturer and all his employees out of business or of 
reducing wages to the foreign level. This is not a theory, but 
a lesson which under the Wilson-Gorman bill we learned by 
bitter experience, and as the people had evidently forgotten 
that lesson, it seems they will have to learn it anew. 

It was genera11y expected that the Democratic Party 011 
assuming power would reduce the tariff. It had pledged it elf 
to that policy, and, besides, everybody knows that, owing to 
its free-trade heart, it bears a grudge against the very institu
tion of the customhouse. There wa·s a disposition among 
the people, even among the majority who voted against Pre i
dent Wilson, to give them a chance, in the belief that after 
16 years of exile they had learned the lessons of adver ity 
and would be careful and considerate in putting their peculiar 
theories into practice. But how many votes, do you think, 
would they have received if the Underwood bill had been before 
the country previous to the election as a sample of what radical 
action they proposed to take? How many Members of Con
gress would they have elected on the issue of granting the 
foreign manufacturer a direct advantage over the home manu
facturer? It is safe to say we would have neither a Demo
cratic President nor a Democratic Congress, for the vast ma
jority of the American people, I believe, are still of the opinion 
that legislation shall be so shaped as to give the advantage to 
our home industry, or at least to place both the American and 
the foreign manufacturer on an equal footing. 

Let me show you briefly the effect the Underwood bill will 
have on the great State of Missouri which I have the honor 
in part to represent. It seems almost as if my State had been 
singled ' out for special punishment by that star chamber board 
known as the Committee on Ways and Means, and this is the 
more surprising because one of our Democratic colleagues is a 
member of the committee. Taking the products of the farm we 
find first that wool, lumber, corn, meat, hogs, and potatoes are 
placed on the free list. Our free-trade friends are telling the 
fa rmer that Missouri, as an interior State, is too far removed 
from exporting countries, like Canada, to fear theiJ.• competi
tion. In other words, that prices in Missouri ould not be 
affected by importations of these articles. The fact is, of course, 
that such imports, even if they do not reach Missouri, would 
have a general effect upon prices; but supposing it were not so, 
how then would free trade in these products reduce the cost 
of living? On cattle the duty has been fixed at 10 per cent 
ad valorem and on wheat it has been reduced from 25 to 10 
cents a bushel. As to wool, it is generally believed that that 
industry will be wiped out by the bill, not only in Missouri but 
e"Verywhere. The sheep raisers of the country will be told, I 
suppose, what Chairman UNDERWOOD told the sugar growers, 
namely, to get ready and go into some other business. 

While the farmers will be sure to suffer, the mining and 
manufacturing industries in Missouri are hit still harder. 
When we Republicans succeeded in securing a duty of 1 cent 
a pound on zinc in the Payne bill a wave of prosperity at once 
struck t:1e Joplin district. Now, this duty has been cut in two 
and as a result it is predicted that the mines will again have 
to shut down, as it will be impossible for the operators to com
pete with the Mexican product, at least, as soon as quiet is 
restored in the neighboring Republic. This is a clear illustra
tion of what I stated before-that in many cases the American 
producer has been placed at a clear disadvantage as compared 
with the foreign producer. The reason is, of course, the differ
ence in wages. The same is true in the case of lead ancl glass 
and barytes. The people of J asper and St. Francis Counties, 
I predict, will long remember the Underwood bill as well as 
the party responsible for it. 

Coming to the manufacturing industries of St. Louis, I judge 
from the protests which I have received that diRaster will befall 
many of them as a result of the proposed legislation, and I 
believe I have beard from all of them. Those more seriously 
affected are boots and shoes, milling, chemicals, cigars, stained 
glass, bags and bagging, dry plates, and lithographing. Iloots 
:md shoes have been placed on the free list, and why? Because 
it has been stated that our shoe manufacturers have been suc
cessfully selling abroad; hence, if they can compete with for
eigners in their own markets they can compete with them here. 
It is true that American shoes are bought abroad, becanse tlley 

. 

• 
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were better shaped and· more elegant than the European arti
cle, but of late the foreigners have not only secured American 
machines but also imitated American lasts, and as a result 
their competition in the American market has become formi
dable even under the Payne rates, and for the simple reason 
that the wages paid in the shoe factories of Germany, Denmark, 
Austria, France, Norway, and Switzerland average less than 
two-fifths of those paid in the United States. There is not the 
slightest semblance of privilege or monopoly connected with the 
shoe trade, and to deliberately place our manufacturers at a 
disadvantage on account of the difference in wages is a grave 
injustice. At present shoe manufacturing is one of the most 
:flourishing industries of St. Louis, employing thousands of 
workingmen. What is to become of it? 

Milling, another of St. Louis's great industries, is affected 
by the provision which places flour on the fre.e list and imposes 
a duty of 10 cents per bushel on wheat. Here we have a tax 
on the raw material and free trade for the finished product, 
which means a premium on the importation of flour from 
Canada. The same is true of oats. Raw oats carry a duty of 
10 cents a bushel while manufactured or rolled oats were 
placed on the free list. This is too much even for the leading 
Democratic paper of St. Louis, and it thunders against this 
"inconsistency" editorially. 

Manufacturing of chemicals is one of our most sensitive. 
because youngest, industries, and was also one most difficult 
to establish against the monopoly of the Old World, especially 
Germany. The deep cuts in the schedules will therefore be 
most keenly felt and probably result in quite a number of com
pounds not being manufactured here in the future. 

'l'be Payne Jaw .limits the free importation of cigars from the 
Philippine Islands to 150,000,000 annually. The Underwood 
bill remove::-; this limit, so that the .American cigar makers are 
thrown into direct competition with the Filipinos, whose wages, 
according to the last statistics, are only $96.50 American money 
annually, or 30 cents per day. And, of course, there is nothing 
to stop the •robncco Trust from going to the islands and manu
facturing. with the use of the cheap labor there, all the cigars 
the Amerit'nn market can carry. This is a most serious propo
sition for .the hundreds of small manufacturers in St. Louis 
and elsewhere, as well as for the men they employ. 

A staggering blow which it will not be able to survive is dealt 
by the new Demo<'ratic tariff to the stained-glass window in
dustry, an infant industry in the true sense of the word, its 
recent establishment in this country being solely due to the 
protective tariff. We have one such factory in St. Louis whose 
produ~ts. from the standpoint of art, compare favorably with 
the best European importations. The duty on stained-glass 
windows is now 45 per cent, which barely equalizes the differ
ence of wages nbroad and here, but enabled the establishment 
of the new art in the United States. The Underwood bill pro
vides ?n one section for a reduction to 30 per cent and in an
other th:.it such windows shall be admitted free if donated to 
churches, and so forth. As church windows are in nearly all 
cases actual donations, this provision will wipe out the industry, 
and the only alternative of the manufacturers will be to move 
their plants to Europe and export their art products made by the 
cheaper foreign labor to America. If the committee acted with 
their eyes open. I do not hesitate to say that their action is an 
outrage which should be resented by the people. In this case 
the excuse of cost reduction will not count, because there was 
open and free competition between the manufacturer and the 
importer, and the latter still had the bulk of the business and, 
fur ther because after ·the industry is str.uck down the foreign
ers will raise the price at their own pleasure. 

There is another case in which the duty on the raw material 
and the finished product has been made the same, to the detri
ment of Amoricn.n manufact11ring. I refer to bags or sacks and 
the ma teria1 , " plain woven fabrics of single jute yarns," from 
which they are made. The duty is 25 per cent ad valorem, and 
its effect will he thut a considerable portion of the manufac
turing of burlap bflgs now done in this country will be done 
abroad. St. Louis bas several bag factories which will be 
affected by the chrmge. 
. 'l'hc deep cuts of the rates on window glass, it is asserted 
by manufacturers. will. make it doubtful whether they can con
tinue to oper:lte thefr plants in this country, even, so they say, 
if wnges were cut in half and all idea of profit abandoned. 
This change seriously affects \alley Park and southeast Mis
souri. 

St. Louis bas seyeral dry-plnte factories. Representatives of 
these nncl other concerns appeared before the committee and 
urged nu increase of duty from 25 to 40 per cent, as the present 
rate was not sutlicient :protection against English plates made 
by cl:i,e:111t!r labor. But the committee heeded the advice of an 
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importer wbo appeared at the same time, and instead of in
creasing the rate reduced it to 15 per cent; and so iJl nearly 
every instance have .American interests been ruthlessly subor
dinated to foreign interests. Indeed, the title of the bill should 
be changed to read ".~ bill to encourage foreign industries at· 
the expense of American labor." 

I realize that all protests against this free-trade bill will be 
lost, like the voice in the desert; but I desire to go on record 
with these statements to show the contrast between Repub
lican and Democratic policies. No human being is infallible, and 
no party is, but it is worse than inexcusable and an offense 
against public welfare for any set of men to put into effect 
ideas which have proven erroneous and deh·imental to the r>ros
perity of the people. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana [l\fr. CLINE]. . 
· Mr. CLINE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
in the closing hours of the general debate on this proposition I 
venture we have all been interested in the discussion of the 
greatest subject that can affect the business of the country. I 
have been glad to have information from the -old Members of 
this Bouse, drawn from the deep-driven wells of thefr h-nowl
edge, and also the views of the new men. We have been de
lighted with · the hope of the good things to come, from our 
side, and we have despaired at the prophecies of the gentlemen 
on the other side. We have declarations that this is to be 
the best tariff ever written, from om· side, and we have heard 
the statement that it is the most dangerous measure that Con
gress has ever considered, from the other side. 

But in all these observations I was particularly interested in 
the remarks of the distinguished gentleman· from New York 
[Mr. PAYNE], who, out of the wind cave of his retirement, while 
the black bats and hobgoblins were flying about him, as be saw 
in the dim light of his surroundings-the retirement of a grea.t 
party-what was going to happen to him. My friends, his condi
tion demands the commiseration of every man on this floor. He 
knqws what we are going to do to his only legislative baby. 
We are going to escheat those rights that he sought to invest it 
with under the Constitution to 90,000,000 of people by the adop
tion of this bill. And we are going to restore those iights that 
have so long been installed by class and partisan legislation. 

I am surprised particularly at the gentleman who has just 
concluded his remarks, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN]. 
The wildness of his observations, the incorrectness of bis state
ments, are surprising, coming from a man who bas occupied .a 
seat in Congress for four years-the statement that free raw 
material was a Democratic doctrine! The Democratic Party in 
national convention has never expressed itself on the question 
of free raw material unless it was on a single item, and that 
one once. Why, the reason is clear. It was because we believe 
in a tariff for revenue only. And when you reach that position 
the detail of proposition as to where the levy purely for revenue 
shall be laid is purely a matter of individual judgment, and the 
Democratic Party has never sought to dictate that particular 
feature. In other words, the detail of a principle in its applica
tion can never subordinate the principle itself. 

Why, the gentleman says, "We want to give the people relief 
.on the wool schedule." That is the most amusing declaration I 
have heard in all this discussion-that any Republican wanted 
to give the 90,000,000 people in this Republic relief on the wool 
proposition when they have insisted for 30 years upon enthrall
ing the people of this country with the most outrageous rates 
under that proposition that ever existed in any tariff bill. They 
are willing now to eat out of the hand that smote them for a. 
violation of a sacred promise to reduC'e the tariff, and thus to 
bask in the good graces of the people. 

There have been other Governments where commerce or law 
or art has been the predominant national characteristic. The 
foreordained destiny of this Republic is to produce and to dis
tribute wealth. In our purpose are centered all the forces
all those tremendous powers-law and art and commerce; paint
ing and sculpture and music; the calm, dignified mantle of the 
law; and the sanctity of a Christian force in morals. These, 
with our environment of nature's resources, make up for us a 
condition that awakens in every ·man a devoted admiration for 
his citizenship and his country. 

In the feeding and the housing of people, in the proper 
minish·y to their wants, lies the highest purpose of human en
deayor. Government is a great problem. The diversity of our 
climate, the interdependence of our activities, the mysterious 
and complex forces of a mixed civilization, the nnfathomable 
possibilities that may be wrought out for our good or that 
might be visited upon us by the great swarms of humanity 
about us, all clamoring for recognition of their a ssumed lights, 
warn us of the fact that the labor we are engaged in is a seri· 



658 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. APRIL 28, 

ous business. The solution of our problems does not lie alone in 
writing the rates of duty a little higher or a little lower or in 
WTitlng no rntes at all, but in the coordination, control, and 
equit.able distribution of all those commingling agencies of our 
production and distribution; in all of which every man must 
contribute, under law, an untiring service "to produce and 
dish·ibute the material boons won by such study, such devotion, 
such patriotism to the myriads who have sprung from the 
earth's bosom in this Sllmmer of political liberty." This is 
essentially, the world over, the age of supply and demand. The 
contest we are wnging in this Chamber is for trade., world-wide 
trade, and the legislation we are writing is the attempted equal 
balancing of all tho e complex industrial forces, both at home and 
abroad, that make for our supremacy. It is our duty to direct 
the trend of these forces so that in the volume of development 
there shall always result even-handed justice to all. 

I have no purpose to discuss the minute detail of this bill. I 
was not in harmony with a few of the details and so expressed 
mys(>lf in the consideration of the bill in caucus, as every· Mem
ber had a right to do. You have so often been told that this 
character of legislation is always a compromise. The pr~pon
derance of wise provisions is so great over the provisions w1·itten 
in the bill on details on which we differ that it should receive 
the enthusiastic support of every Member of this body. I there
fore confine myself to those controlling general principles that 
mark the divergence of the two great parties in their respective 
fiscal systems and to which the disciples of each are committed. 

In an exh:rnstive discussion of the Payne bill by the present 
Speaker of the House in March, 1909, be said : " Ilevolutions do 
not go backward." Succeeding events have demonstrated the 
wisdom of that declaration. The economic history of the coun
try presents no parallel to the revolution we have witnessed. 
The people have pursued the heresy of high protection with a 
vigor that bespeaks a national conviction. The evolution of 
unstable theories and wild vagaries of government have never 
been surpassed by the growth that the protective theory has 
made in the last 40 years under the guise of being a wise and 
equitable fiscal policy. The system of the body politic for 
nearly half of the life of the Republic has been so thoroughly 
infiltrated by and saturated with the doctrine of governmental 
paternali m for selected classes of its citizenship-even to the 
extent of guaranteeing profits to fayored lines of business
tb1lt the most difficult lesson at this late day to learn is that no 
citizen has a vested right in the taxing power of the Federal 
GoYernment for his own personal benefit. Almost the entire 
public business of the country depends upon the method of col
lecting and disbursing revenue, and very lnrgely in collecting 
duties on imports. The two parties have always differed as to 
the latitude of constitutional power of the Government to levy 
irnd collect taxes. It has been the theory of the Democratic 
Party for more than 100 years that the only just and equitable 
right the Government had to levy a tax was to coll(>Ct money 
to discharge the economical expenses of the Government. For 
50 years the rival of our party has insisted that the Government 
itself has power under the Constitution to discriminate between 
its citizens and impose, levy, and collect taxes upon all the 
people for the benefit of a small class of the people. The contest 
between us for all that time has been for a fair and honest consti
tutional taxation as against a high and usually prohibitive tariff .. 

I have heard the usual jabber about free h·ade by both the 
older and the younger Members of this body on the Republican 
side since this discussion began. Every l\Iember knows that 
free trade is an absolute impossibility, and he likewise knows 
that the Democratic Party never, in its platform or elsewhere, 
advocated free trade. We appropriate a thousand miHions a 
year to pay the expenses of the Government. Somebody must 
pay that sum. It can only be derived by taxation in some way. 
E>ery man knows that free trade could not E>~ust without a sys
tem of direct taxation. The customhouses are here to stay, be
cause it is the easiest indirect method of collecting taxes. But 
the customhouses are not to be converted into an agency for 
protected interests to destroy competition through excessive 
tariff rates. The times ha Ye changed when the word "protec
tion," associated with the Coal Trust, the Steel Tru~t. the 
Lea ther Trust, is coming to be as obnoxious as it was powerful 
in the earlier history of the protectiYe theory, and thiS condi
tion is easily explained. The greed and arnrice of men seized 
with political cunning were not content with a reasonnble rate 
of taxation, but insisted on such rates that made the system 
odious to the people. 

Now, what is admitted with reference to the so-caned pro
tectfre principle? It is this: Certain classes of citizens are 
special favorites of the policy through a protection that gh·es 
them adrnutage, not only over all competition but over the 
market of tlli · c untry in which every man must purchase, and 

the amount collected above a rate that would shnt out competi
tion does not go into the Treasury but into the pockets of the 
protected interests. 'rbe purpose of raising a rate is to keep 
competition out of the market and give the favored manufac
turer or dealer an exclusive opportunity. All this at the ex
pense of the general public. There is not a protectionist on this 
floor that is willing to reduce a rate on imports so as to create 
a fair competiti're market, both in which to sell and in which 
to buy. What has been the consideration for this special favorit
ism in taxation? It is a matter of common knowledge that the 
alliance between the Republican Party and the special interests 
was made for their mutual benefit. It became a national scan
dal that the Republican Party maintained itself in power by 
contributions from special interests, and in return they were 
:protected by that party from suffering any reduction in the en
Joyment of practically prohibitive tariff rates. So notorious it 
became that Congress enacted special legislation to prevent con
hibntions exceeding a certain amount and compelled the com
mittees receiving contributions to disclose their ources and 
when and how the money was expended. Now. bow has this 
protection theory been operated? Necessarily, when you lay a 
tax on imports you raise the price of these imports by the 
amount of the tax. Men, seeing how easily the system worked, 
found that if you raised the import duty high enough no imports 
could come in, because the home manufacturer could just under
sell the importer, keep him out of the home market, and that 
would permit the home manufacturer to fix the price of his 
product in the home market, where the purchaser was compelled 
to buy, and Congress has accommodated the tariff grafter by 
putting the rates so high that he could cut out all competition. 
What does such destruction of competition mean? President 
McKinley said, in his last utterance, "We can not always hope 
to sell to people from whom we buy nothing." We are an ex
porting people, and if we permit the home manufacturer to con
trol completely our ports against the foreigner we can not ex
pect him to take our meat products, agricultural products, and 
the products of our diversified industries unless we trade with 
him. Consequently, our commerce languishes. Prohibitive tariff 
duties prevent foreign trade f1·oni coming to us, and we are pre
vented thereby from selling to them. The greed of the tariff 
beneficiaries closes all opportunity of trade and compels 
90,000,000 people to buy of them in a restI·icted market. What 
is left for the American farmer, for instance, btJt to carry bis 
products abroad and sell them in the world's markets and come 
back home with the proceeds and buy in a Government market? 
I say Government markets, because Congress, through special 
legislation, makes it impossible for him to buy abroad and bting 
his purchase in. If you inquire how Congress justifies itself in 
granting this benefit to a favored few and how the favored few 
justified themselves in taking this gratuity, I answer, in the 
McKinley bill, the Dingley bill, the Payne-Aldrich bill, the large 
Republican ~ajority was simply the agent of the specia1-privi
lege <'.!lasses, and the interested parties themselves were per
mitted to write the rates in the tariff measures. No one denies 
that proposition. 

The tariff agents use the stock story that they want the 
high rates so that they can maintain the American wage scale 
and the American plane of living. It is a matter of common 
knowledge that the protected interests go to the fields of the 
unemployed and buy their labor in the cheapest market that has 
that product to sell without regard to the American wage 
earner or his plane of living. Not a Democrat in the House 
would raise such serious objections if through the meshes of 
this conspiracy a part of the tariff taxes could filter into the 
wage earner's pockets and he receive a portion of these unwar
ranted exactions wrung from the American public. I have so 
often heard the " old, old story " of anxiety for the American 
wage earner handed to the public as a blind for higher and 
more exclusive rates of protection. These rates are pro forma 
retained because of the difference in labor cost of the articles 
produced here and abroad. Our export history returns show 
that Americans are skillful enough and reS'Ourceful enough to 
make all the world's goods as cheaply as any foreigner makes 
them. I have not so much concern about the difference in the 
cost of production as I have in our trade relations. I have 
never lost an opportunity to say that no nation ever had a 
permanent history that does not h:n-e a great export trade. 
With our unlimited re ource , our skill, our virile life, we out
rival the world in production. 

That the beneficiaries of special tariff legislation shadow 
their privilege behind the stock arguments of protection to 
American labor is completely re>ealed in the recent Lawrence, 
Mass., woolen strike. This industry, the especial pet of the 
Republican Party, has been fayored with the most indefensible 
tariff exactions ever giyen to any line of manufactures. Not a 
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single Republican in this body has bad the courage to face the 
high tariff taxes on his side and in the name of American 
Christian civilization condemn the system under which the 
Lawrence, Mass., woolen mills flourish like a green bay tree. 
They could employ and pay the .American laborer a fair living 
wage and still reap immense profits. What are the facts? I 
quote from the report of the congres ional committee that 
recently investigated the outrageous conditions that exist there: 

There are 60,000 operatives in the Lawrence mills, and of that vast 
number 86.3 per cent are foreign born or American born of foreign 
parentage, less than 14 per cent American born. 

The congressional investigation covered 21,000 persons em
ployed in the mills. Of this number 7,295 received less than 
$7 per week of 56 hours. It is fair to assume the rates would 
hold good with the whole 60,000, and consequently more than 
21,000 received less than $7 per week. It was definitely shown 
that in a family of five the trust had forced the wages so low 
that it was necessary for the father to take with him in this 
struggle for existence two of his children over 14 years of age 
to get the absolute necessaries of life. Necessity forces a large 
number of mothers with small children to enter these mills to 
help earn a living for the family. This is an illustration of 
what the tariff grabber will do when he has an opportunity, 
nnd this report states that Lawrence is not an exception from 
the manufacturing textile mills in the North Atlantic States. 
In the unsatisfied demands on the army of human serfs living 
under this protected wage scale, unsatisfied with the blood of 
their victims, they have lately built up a new process of making 
money by doing what is termed "speeding up" the machines 
and putting employees on piecework and compelling them to 
make what is denominated a " premium profit " or lose employ
ment. The Payne bill that we by this measure seek to repeal 
makes a hollow mockery of its pretended .interest on behalf of 
the laborer and consumer. The American people have been 
bunkoed by the sophistry of protection to American labor. 

I do not have the opinion of the American laborer that his 
Republican friend has of him. I do not believe he is the 
pampered, incapable, and helpless individual he is pictured. I 
do not compare him to his disadvantage and humiliation, or 
question his ability to maintain himself and the commerce of 
his country against all competition. Climate, the Anglo-Saxon 
blood that flows in his veins, the fostering care of a demo
cratic form of government, his intelligence, his ingenuity, his 
inventions, his efficiency, have made the American laborer the 
wonder of this commercial age. Into the world's markets last 
year he sent-
Manufactures of iron and steeL _______________________ 289, 128, 000 
Copper and manufactures of __________________ ..:. _______ 126, 770, 000 
Agricultural implements-- ---------------------------- 41, 436, 000 
"Wood a nd manufactures of---- ----------- ------------ 105,840,000 
Mineral oils, refined and crude------------------------ 124, 210. 000 
Chemicals, etL------------- ------------------------- 26, 074, 000 
Leathers and manufactm·es oL- ----------------------- 64, 400, 000 
Cotton. manufactures oL--- -------------------------- 62, 450, 000 Paper and manufactures of ___________________________ 21,165,000 
Electrical machinery _________________________________ 23, 000, 000 

and sent those products of his skill into every market of the 
world in direct competition with everybody. Even if in ·the 
very few highly protected industries the American laborer is 
the beneficiary of the protective theory, a proposition I do 
not concede, there are multiplied thousands in mines, on the 
farm, in construction work, behind the counters, and in every 
clerical calling in our diversified life who are not in any manner 
benefited. The Federal Government raises its strong arm to 
isolate the American market from competition for the tariff 
grabbers, permits them in certain lines of industry to divide up 
the consumers and territory among themselves, and makes the 
American laborer the common property of them all. To tax 
out of competition the products of the privileged classes, the 
woolens and other cloths, ready-made clothing, and put into 
competitive markets the products of the unprotected classes is 
an unjust and unfair discrimination. Those masters of pro
duction, once intrenched, not only fix their own prices, that the 
great masses of citizenship are compelled to pay, but they like
wi e fix the price of labor in their restricted market that labor 
is compelled to take. 

Look at our unfettered domestic commerce, unrestrained, ex
cept by freight rates. We have grown to be the greatest busi
ness people on earth. Our di\ersified industries, the volume of 
production, the multiplied needs of a grea t cosmopolitan people 
e:xtending ov-er a vast amount of territory presents a con
clusiye argument of what we could do abroad if this artificial 
restriction of trade were withdrawn. Our increased commerce 
with the Philippines, Porto Hico, and Hawaii are illustrative of ' 
what freer trade relations will do for us if you extend these 
conditions to all the world's markets. Our domestic commerce 
is greater than that · of all Europe combined and nearly 50 

times the volume of our export trade. There is no American 
but what looks with pride upon the marvelous industrial ad
vancement we have made. I would not cast a vote to the 
detriment of any legitimate industry. Those institutions and 
combinations, however, that have enjoyed the beneficial sup
port of legislation must observe that there is an equality of 
justice and equity that must be invoked. . 

The people know they have been discriminated against by the 
Republican Party. The intelligence and conscience of the 
American people is awakened, and they will enforce a square 
deal. High protection and Republicanism are synonymous terms, 
and neither can exist without the other. The Republican Party 
has no permanent and equitable system of civil government. It 
has existed upon a false basis, and the people have concluded 
that its unnecessary exactions in the way of high protective 
rates ought to cease and have returned to power the only party 
that pretends to have any policy to correct the injustices under 
which they have striven. 

This bill is drawn to accomplish two distinct purposes-to 
lower the rates of duty on imports to a reasonable competitive 
basis, to change in part our present fiscal policy. Congress 
is advised by manufacturers that to lower the rate of duty to 
a competitive basis will force some invested capital to go out 
of business. Capital that can not operate on a competitive 
basis ought to seek other fields of investment, otherwise a 
change in the rates under which are sheltered some of the most 
vicious combinations would be a senseless proceeding. Are we 
to assume that the Government is to continue to tax the Ameri
can people to hotbed a business on a reasonable profit basis, 
for the express benefit of a few people who have their money 
invested in lines of business that could not survive except by 
such Government aid? Such a proposition is at total variance 
with that wholesome law of competition in trade. If the Demo
cratic Party has ever stood more firmly for one doctrine than 
another, it was for an equal opportunity for every citizen of 
the Republic. 

The CHAIRl\IAN ( .l\Ir. WILSON of Florida). The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

.l\Ir. CLINE. I should like to have five minutes more. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\.fr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 

gentleman. 
Mr. CLINE. Our national life is our commerce, and running 

parallel with the law of supply and demand is that other 
natural, necessary, and equitable law of fair competition that 
ought to ramify every commercial transaction. Every man who 
sells his toil or expends his money for merchandise has a sacred 
and inalienable right to competition for that toil and money, 
and no Government ought to legislate so as to abridge that 
right. Every man who makes or offers for sale a dollar's worth 
of goods ought to have a free and unrestrained market for the 
same. Competition is an impossibility under a high protective· 
tariff. The rates of duty under the Payne bill are in all essen
tial particulars a reproduction of the Dingley law that de
stroyed competition in American markets. Let me call a Repub
lican witness of high authority. I quote from a · speech by 
Senator CUMMINS on consideration of the Payne bill: 

Complete, substantial competition is no longer a factor in American 
commerce. * * * The right of a consumer of any article or com
modity to competition is dearer and higher and more sacred than the 
right of the producer to protection. 

Whenever you eliminate competition by a preferential statute 
like the Dingley law or the Payne law you invite monopoly of 
production, conspiracy in restraint of trade, crushing of com
petitors by first lowering rates and then raising them, discrimi- . 
nation of prices to different persons in different localities, and 
political corruption. In preferential tariff legislation, on what
ever theory it is based, the dual right to profits of the business, 
both to the manufacturer and the laborer, is defea ted. 

In the natural operation of the law the forces that enter into 
production are complementary and competitive, but when legis
lation deflects the natural law into favoritism the pow~r to 
determine the amount of profit and to whom they shall go is 
given to the investor of capital, and that always destroys com
petition. I care not how complicated the civil state may be
and I mean by that society-the one controlling fact is that our 
welfare depends upon giving to society the largest possible out
put of a given article at the lowest possible cost, and can only 
be maintained by prohibiting any interference with the natural 
law of competition. 

The statement has been frequently made in this discussion 
that if we increase importation to that extent we are . trans
ferring the American field of employment to cheap foreign labor. 
This is on the false premise that the volume of production is to 
continue to remain the same. If we have increased so mar
velously our production in a limited market, why should we 
not even more largely increase them for an unlimited market? 
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If lowering the dutv will make woolens and cottons cheaper, 
why will not more peopla wear woolen goods and aU the people 
wear more and better qualities of both woolens and cottons? If 
that is true in the manufacture of textiles, why will it not be 
true in every other line of manufactures? And the laborers 
consequently ba ve larger fields of employment. which the com
petition sought for in this bill will provide. 

The important feature of this bill is the income-tax provi
sion-distinctly a Democratic measure. During the long reign 
of the Republican Party it refusad to countenance the income 
tax as a means of raising re,'enue. The leaders of that party 
.knew that an income-tax law meant pulling down the rates of 
duty that the special interests were enjoying and the contribu
tions by them made to the Federal Treasury. '!'hey joined the 
Damocratic Party in the Sixty-first Congress to submit a con
stitutional amendment providing for an income tax.. Simply, 
however, to postpone the day of the enactment of an income-tax 
law and believing that a sufficient number of States would not 
ratify the amendment authorizing Congress to perfect it · by 
Jeo-islation. The assessment of incomes is the most equitable 
nnd just system of taxation. It conduces to a fair and equitable 
distribution of burdens and is based upon ~ universally ac
cepted doctrine of taxation-that in .addition to a tax on articles 
of consumption there should be a tax upon incomes properly 
graduated. Always and everywhere, when the demands for 
greater justice in the distribution of the burdens of taxation 
have arisen, the income tax has been resorted to. In this coun
try, with its greate t commerce, wealth, and opportunity for the 
development of natural resources, why should we not reach the 
colossal fo11:unes for some support to the Government in whose 
system of taxation their possessors heretofore ba ve found so 
much favor? 

The rates of taxation provided in this bill to be paid on in-
comes arP as follows : 

On all net incomes of 14.000 to $20,000, 1 per cent. 
On all net incomes of 20,000 to $50.000, 2 per cent. 
On all net incomes of 50,000 to $100,000, 3 per cent. 
On all net lncomes of $100,000 and upward, 4 per cent. 

I quote from the New York World to show how the tax will 
effect some of the great millionaires of the country : 

John D. Rockefeller ...•.•• _ .••••....•.••••.. 

~&:: ~n:!l:ti6r: :::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Estate of Marshall Field .......••.•.•.••.... 
George F. Baker ••••..••.. .••..•.••••..••.... 
Henry PbiPJ?S ••••••.•..•••••.•••••••••. · •· · 
Henry C. Frick ..•...•• - ..••.••..•..•.•..... 
William A. Clark ......•..••..••......•..... 
Estate of J.P. Morgan .• ··········-·-······· 
Estate of E. H. Harriman .•.•• - .•. " •.. -••... 
Estate or Russell Sage .•. , ••....•••.•.••..•. 
W. K. Vanderbilt.············-············· 
Estate of John S. Kennedy ..•••.....••..... 
Estate or John J. Astor .................. ·-·· 
W.W. Astor ..•....•.•••.......•..••...•.... 
J. J. Hill ................................... . 
Isaac Stephenson .• ···············-········· 
Jay Gould est.ate .•. •. ..•....•...•.•••••••... 

~:at!~~co?::1i~; "\riiii<lerbiii:::::: :: : :: : : : 
Est.ate of William Weightman ............. . 
Estate of Ogden Goel.et ...•...•.........•... : 
W. H. Moore ..•..•.............•.••. , ...... 
Arthur C. James .... .... .... ,. .• ••.•.• .. • ... 
Estate of Robert Goelet •. , ................. . 

~it~~~;~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
J. 0. Armour _ .•....•...• .........• ........ 

Capital. 

$500, 000, 000 
300, 000, 000 
200, ()(}(), 000 
120, 000, 000 
100, 000, 000 
100, 000, 000 
100, 000, 000 
80,000,000 
75, 000,000 
68,000, 000 
64,000,000 
50,000,000 
6.5' 000, 000 
70,000,000 
70,000,000 
70,000, 000 
74,000,000 
70,000,000 
60,000,000 
50,000,000 
50,000,000 
60,000, 000 
50,000,000 
50,000,000 
60,000,000 
50,000,000 
50,000,000 
45,000,000 
45,000,000 

Income. 

$50, 000, 000 
15,000,000 
20,000,000 
tl,000,000 
5,000,000 
5,000,000 
5,000,000 
4, 000, 000--
7, 500, 000 
3,400,000 
3,~,000 
2,500,000 
3, 250,000 
3,500,000 
3,600,000 
3,500,000 
3, 700,000 
3,500,000 
3,000,000 
2,500,000 
2,500,000 
3,000,000 
2,500,000 
2,500,000 
3,000,000 
2,500,000 
2,500,000 
2,250,000 
2,250,000 

Tax. 

$2,000, 000 
600,000 
800,000 
240,000 
200,000 
200,000 
200,000 
160,000 
300,000 
l<W,000 
128,000 
100,000 
130,000 
140,000 
140, 000 
140,000 
148,000 
140,000 
120,000 
100,000 
100,000 
120,000 
100,000 
100,000 
120,000 
100,000 
100,000 
90,000 
90,000 

How can there be, in all f.airnes and equity, any objection to 
taxing these vast volumes of wealth to provide a part of their 
own protection? If necessary, the Government would be re
quired to spend every dollar in the Treasury, call out the stand
in O' Army and Navy for their security. 

There is not a ch·ilized Gon~rnment on earth but that taxes 
incomes; but places the burdens of supporting the Government 
on those best able to bear it. Even in our possession of Hawaii 
they have an income tax.. The wisdom of constructive states
manship of the Democratic Party was never more clearly proven 
tlrnn in this measure that seeks to re1ievl') the masses of $100,-
000,000 of tal:ation on what they eat and wear al\d place that 
amount qpon the great fortunes of the wealthy. [Loud applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1\fr. Chairma~ I desire to yield to the 
gentlemRn f1·om Missouri [1\1r. LLOYD]. 

i\Ir. LLOYD. Ur. Chairman, one of the most serious questions 
with which any goYernment has to deal is the subj~t of taxa
tion. It is impossible to maintain any government, either 

National, State, or local, without large sums of money to meet 
the necessary expenses of maintaining it. The United States 
Government and the State and local governments are main
tained by some system of direct taxation leviecl in amount 
according to the value of the property which eacb individual 
owns. 

In the National Government a different system has been de
vised, one which is not fully understood by the masses of the 
people, because the taxes assessed are paid without their knowl
edge of the amount or the time of payment in most instances. In 
State and local goYernments taxes are aRsessed in amount accord
ing to the value of one's estate, as in the National Government 
taxes are levied in amount according to the extent of consump-
tion. . 

National ta..ws are raised in three ways-by customs dnes, 
internal-revenue taxation, and stamp sales. The expenses of the 
Post Office Department, which amount now to more than 27n,
OOO,OOO annually, are paid almost wholly by those who use the 
mails-those who use them most paying the greatest amount of 
revenue by reason of their purchasing the greater number of 
stamps; those who use them least paying the least amount of 
revenue on account of using a limited number of stamps. 

Internal-revenue taxes are obtained by levying a tax on 
liquors and tobacco. The sum raised by this tax amounts to 
about one-third of the total revenue received each year for the 
maintenance of the Government. 

The third method of taxation-customs dues-is a tax levied 
upon goods which are brought into the United States for sale. 
Under the tariff law rates are fixed, and each individual com
modity is expected to pay a certain amount of taxe . This tax 
i paid at the port of entry by the importer of goods; the 
amount of tax thus paid is added to the value of the goods. and 
the consumer who ~ally receives the goods must pay the taxe 
imposed at tbe customhouse. Many individuals do not realize 
that any burden is imposed upon them by reason of this taxa
tion. For many years a poUtical organization in this country · 
undertook to mislead the people by proclaiming that the people 
would not be affected by this taxation, that the tax is paid by 
the importer and does not in any wise affect the purchaser in 
this country. But this theory has long since been exploded, 
and the people now appreciate the fact that the tax thus im
posed is eventually paid by the consumer of the article on which 
the tax is levied. 

There have always been two ideas of taxation with reference 
to customs duties in the United States-one that the tax should 
be levied for the purpose of raising revenue to meet tbe ex
penses of the Government and that the only purpose which 
makes justifiable the levying of this ta..."C is to meet go'\"'ernmental 
expenses. The other is that this tax should be levied primarily 
for the purpose of protecting the :manufacturer of American 
goods against the competition of foreign-made goods. The 
:former is the view which has been entertained by the Demo
cratic Party at all times; it contends there is no excuse for the 
levying of a tax solely for the purpose of protecting a small 
class of American citizens. It is true, of course, that under 
a protective system revenue is raised which is used for the 
purpose of meeting the expenses of the Government. It is also 
true that under the revenue system which is advocated by the 
Democratic Party the manuf.acturer in the United States 
of goods similar to those on which customs duties are le>ied 
will receiYe benefit from such taxation in the way of protec
tion, because it will enable him to sell his goods at a highei· 
price than he could if no such tax were levied. Such a tax 
levied in any instance enables the American manufacturer to 
sell bis goods at a higher price than be could receh·e if no 
such tax were imposed; in other words, the importer who buys 
the goods abroad and brings them to the United States must 
pay, in addition to the original cost and the transportation 
charges, the tax that may be levied on the goods, which adds 
to his cost price; while the manufacturer of such goods in the 
United States can sell his goods at the price of the imported 
article, and thereby secure the benefit of the increased selling 
price to the extent of the tax imposed. 

According to the protective theory the tax should be impo ed 
in order that the manufacturer of goods in the United States 
might receive from his customers the highest price. The Demo
cratic Party insists that the Government bas no right to levy 
a tax primarily for that purpose. Yet it is true that under the 
Democratic tariff the manufacturer of like products in the 
United States is protected and benefited to the extent of the tax 
imposed on the foreign article, and receirns from the purchn er 
a price enhanced by the amount of the tariff duties paid upou 
like imported articles. In other words, the consumer -0f manu
factured goods in the United States, whether he buys good 
which are imported or goods which are manufactured in this 
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country, has to pay an increase in price for the article equivalent 
to the amount of the duty imposed on the imported product. 

The pending tariff bill is not exactly as I would have writte~ 
it, but no tariff bill has ever met in all its details the views of 
any one man. There are several features in it that I would 
change, but the measure taken as a whole is, in my judgment, 
a splendid bill and responsive to the tariff plank in the Demo
cratic platform and to the wishes of the American people as 
expressed at the polls for downward revision. 

This bill is framed in the interest of the consumer, and will 
ha-ve the effect of reducing tlle cost of living. It may not reduce 
it as much as some would hope, because many. of the existing 
duties are prohibitive and the reduction of the tariff may not 
affect the price down to a point where the tariff would be com
petitive. But this legislation is in the interest of the people, 
and I hope it may become a law without any material change 
and that it may be given a fair test.• 

The people have not had the opportunity to determine the 
merits of a genuine Democratic tariff law since the Civil War, 
and I am especially anxious that they shall be given the oppor
tunity of giving this one a fair trial, for if they do I feel con
fident there will come to the American people what came fol
lowing the Walker tariff-a disposition to let well enough alone 
and recognize the question of taxation as settled along Dem<>
cratic lines in favor of a tariff for revenue in the interest of 
the consumer and in the ahandonment of the idea which has 
prevailed for 40 years-that tariff should be levied for protec
tion's sake. 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. 1\Ir. Chairman, I would like to know 
how the time stands at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [llr~ UNDER
WOOD} has consumed 17 hours and 58 minutes. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PAYNE] has consumed 18 hours and 8 
minutes. 

l\lr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Burum). 

Mr. BURKE of Soutb Dakota. Mr. Chairman, among the 
other iniquitous provisions of the pending ta.riff bill is the agri
cultural schedule, which schedule, in my opinion, is unjust and 
unfair to the farmers of this counh-y, and will be disastrous to 
them, and it is an effort to try and gain political advantage to 
the Democratic Party by attracting the favorable attention of 
the voters in the large cities of the country. 

I represent a district of intelligent, progressive, and success
ful farmers, who have prospered under the protective policy, 
and when they realize the unfairness of this schedule, as they 
wm · if it becomes a law, you can be assured they will repn
dia te it at the first opportunity. 

l\Iy purpose in rising at this time is to have read a letter, 
wl"itten by one of my constituents who has for many years 
been a large and successful grower of live stock in South 
Dakota, which expresses his views upon the proposition of 
putting meats on the free- list. It is as follows= 

FAtJLKTO~, S·. D.&K., April 22~ 1919. 
Hon. CHAnLES BURKE, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR MR. BURKE : I want to write you in regard to the proposed 

ta.riff bill putting meats on the free list. I believe that this. is the 
very worst thing that could happen to the live-stock industry. I be
lieve that it would ruin that industry throughout the United States. 

It is a well-known fact that the packers own over 50 per cent of the 
packing and meat industry in Argentina and Brazil. They are the 
only ones that could possibly handle those meats, and they would use 
it as a club over the producer of live stock without very much benefit 
to the consumer. 

I can not see for the life of me why there should be a 10 per cent 
duty left on cattle and then have free meats. Your duty on cattle 
would have a tendency to raise the prices of cattle going into the feed 
lots in the corn-belt States, or make them higher for the corn-belt 
feeder, and then, when they go to market, after they are fat, be would 
have to compete with free mea.ts. 

I certainly believe it would be better all around to have a duty on 
dressed meats and have cattle come in free, as then the :feeders, after 
tbey got their cattle fat, might have some protection. If thls bill goes 
through and puts meat on the free list, it is going to affect every farmer 
and every laboring man, and I honestly believe that it is going to affect 
the laboring man first, because it will put him on a basis with the 
wages they pay in Mexico, Argentina, and Brazil. 

What the cattle industry needs most, and the cattlemen, is some 
encouragement, and there will be plenty of live stock in the United 
States in a very short time. I:f the cattlemen have to go baek to the 
prices of four or five years ago, they will just simply get out of the 
live-stock business and quit running them just as fast as possible:, as 
everybody knows that prices prior to, say, four years ago did not 
justify anybody in raising cattle, and thousands of people went b1·oke 
in the live-stock business. The packers o; consumers can not expect 
the people to go back to those prices and raise cattle at a loss, and 
cattlemen throughout the country will simply quit. 

I wish you would drop me a line and let me know what your views 
are along those lines. With kindest regards, I am, 

Yours, respectfully, P. H. o•NEIL. 

1'Ir. Chairman, I yield back the remainder of my time. [Ap
phtuse on the Republican side.} 

/ 

Mr. U~ERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsyl ninia [l\Ir. CARR]. 

The CHAIRMAJ.~. The gentleman :f1·om Pell1l8ylvania [l.Ir. 
CA.BS] is recognized. 
· Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, a sufficient revenue is the in4 

evitable problem of gQvernment Not to provide privileges, but 
to maintain the national life, is the purpose' of this bill. Not to 
succor an infirm industry but to support the Government of the 
United States should be the object of taxation. With the 
thought uppermost in our minds, and the consequence upon aur 
consciences that, first or last, whatever the system,. this money 
must be- collected from the people, we impose the lightest 
burdens upon the weakest shoulders. And as it is our De.rno
cratic thought that each citizen should recel·ve from society a 
reward commensurate with his service to society, so now it is 
our Democratic purpose that each citizen shall contribute to the 
~drninistrative necessities of society in proportion as he has 
been the recipient of its benefits. 

Opposed to the Democratic doctrine of taxation far' revenue 
only is the Republican theory of a tariff for protection. It 
has been argued on the other side of this Chamber that if we 
so lay the taliff duties as to afford the home manufacturer an 
exclusive home market. he will pay higher wages to labor, keep 
running to the.i.l· fullest capacity the mills and frcctories of the 
country, and thus assure the prosperity of au the people-. We 
are asked to protect the manufacturer that he in turn may 
accord labor its just wage. This argument is premised upon 
the principle once enunciated by Alexander Hamilton, the 
founder of the old Federal, now the Republican PartY, that the 
Government should take care of the rieh and the rich will take 
care of the poor-. Yet lab-or is compelled tO" organize against this 
protected capital in order to seen.re a living wage. We have 
seen infant industries, for the development of whic-h a tariff 
was first laid in the name of prot ection, grow to the stature of 
trusts actually controlling the markets of the world and de
fying the Jaws of the land. And these infants are here still 
pleading for protection. For protection again t whom do they 
plead? Surely not against the foreign manufacturer, for in 
many instances he is undersold in his own market. Om it be 
aga~st the very labor whom the t ariff was supposed to benefit? 

Mr. Chairman, how have these infants, which have been the 
beneficiaries of the Nation's bounty, taken eare of the poor? 
Ask the textl1.e workers of New England, who so long have been 
fighting for a fair share of the fruits of their labor. Ask the 
toilers of the great Pittsburgh district where the Steel Trust 
has held lordly sway. Read the answer in the burned faces and 
blistered hands of men who have toiled their lives away :for the 
scant wage that under this system grows ever scantier. Yet the 
doctrine of Hamilton remains the creed of the Republican 
Party : " Let the Government take care of the rich and the rich 
wm take care of the poor.'' 

l\Ir. Chairman, there never was a doctrine so untenable ·as 
that a high tariff makes high wages. I as ert that the occupa
tions that are not protected are generally better paid than the 
protected ones. Tlle bricklayers, the masons, the carpenters, 
and the independent artisans receive higher wages th~n those 
that toil in the highly protected industries of the countey. 
If a protective tariff insures high wages, why are the labor 
unions necessru-y to keep up the standard of wages, in pro-
tected industries? · 

Labor receives just what it is able to compel cupital to pay, 
and no more. As a general rule capital secm·es labvr at the 
smallest possible cost, and American labor is compelled to 
compete in the open market. If labor were given a fnir share 
of the joint earnings of capital and labor, the iniquities of 
the tariff would not be so flagrant. There would at least be 
the justification that while bearing the burden ef taxation 
labor is the recipient of a part of the exactions of speeial 
privilege. 

Mr. Chairman, for every dollar that goes into the Treasury 
of the United States through the customhouse by reason of the 
present tariff about $15 go into the pockets of the protected 
interests of the Nation. In order to raise $1 of revenue for 
the support of the Government o-ur people are taxed $15 for 
the support of the protected interests. What a. burden to- im
pose upon our people under the guise of protection. To call 
such a doctrine the " protective doctrine" rs simply an attempt 
to hide its deformity beneath an engaging· garb- of rhetoric. 

The advocates of the doctrine of protectfon belie,re the in
fants should still be protected, and justify their seUing abroad 
cheaper than they sell at home on the ground that it enables 
them to dispose of their surplus stock. How does this dcx:
trine appeal to the farmer when he finds tha t most, if not au, 
the implements of the farm which nre maue in this country can 
be purchased more cheaply abroad than at hom.e? And what 
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must be the surprise of the American artisan to know ttat prac
tically all the tools of his trade made in this country in which 
there is an ounce of iron or steel are sold abroad more cheaply 
·than at home? What must be the astonishment of the Amer
ican traveler to find American-made watches competing with 
English watches in English markets? 

The Underwood bill seeks to make equitable our system of 
taxation. Heretofore the heaviest duties have been laid upon 
the necessaries of the poor, rather than upon the luxuries of 
the rich. This measure has not only reduced the tariff upon 
these necessaries, but in some instances has placed them upon 
the free list. The duty on sugar has been reduced to 1 cent per 
pound, . with the provision that at the expiration of three years 
this commodity will go upon the free list. It is not denied that 
sugar can not be produced in the United States in competition 
"·ith sugar made in the Tropics, unless the whole people of the 
country be charged practically two prices for this household 

·necessity. The total capital invested in the sugar industry in 
Louisiana is approximately $35,000,000, and the value of this 
.industry in the otlier Southern States increases the amotmt to 
$50,000,000. And yet the people of the United States pay an
nually, by reason of a tariff on sugar, three times the total sum 
invested in this industry in the United States. 

A short time ago Senator Aldrich declared that the wool 
schedule was the keystone in the arch of protection. For years 
past, since 1867, we have attempted to justify the tariff on wool 
on the ·ground that we were protecting the sheep growers of the 
country. Yet during this period there has been a decrease of 
more than 10,000,000 sheep in this country; and raw wool was 
selling in Boston last week cheaper than it was selling in Lon
don. The fact is, l\f r. Chairman, that notwithstanding a tariff 
on wool, the sheep industry is declining. But a few years ago 
practically every State had its quota of sheep. As land be
came more valuable for agricultural and ·manufacturing pur
poses, the sheep industry was driven westward, until to-day the 
only place sheep are raised primarily for wool is in a few 
of the States of the extreme Northwest. East of the l\fississippi 
River wool has become a by-product. The average farmer in 
the East does not have 25 sheep, and this notwithstanding the 
fact that the tariff on wool has been consistently maintained 
for more than 40 years. The demand for a tariff on wool comes 
alone from a few of the woolgrowers of the West who have 
systematically combined with the woolen manufacturers of the 
East to keep a tariff on both wool and woolens at the expense 
of the great mass of the people of the country. 

There is little, if any, difference in the price of wool at home 
and abroad, and, with the exception of Russia, no other country 
maintains a tariff on this product. But even granting that the 
placing of wool on the free list would make a difference of a 
few cents in the selling price of wool; think of the reduced 
price at which the farmers of the Nation will be permitted to 
purchase practically every article in use on the farm. The 
Unde1•wood bill seeks to reduce the tariff to a revenue or com
petitive basis, mindful of all legitimate indush·ies. More than 
this no industry has a right to ask, and less than ·this the 
Underwood bill does not propose. This was the theory of tariff 
legislation before the era of trusts and monopolies. The tariff 
that was first laid with apology is now imposed with arrogance. 
The tariff that was necessary to meet the expenses of the 
Civil War is now collected in the name of protection. The man 
who toils for a daily wage is frequently in no better financial 
condition at the close of a long life than when he began the 
grind in the brutal treadmill. Year by year he sees the wealth 
of the Nation passing into fewer hands; daily he sees others 
waste while he must want; and he wonders what is wrong with 
an economic system that creates these conditions. 

In 1910 a Democratic Congress was commissioned to revise 
the tariff downward as a result of the failure of the Republican 
Party to keep faith with the people as promised in its platform 
two years before. After the assurance given to the people prior 
to the election of 1908, the Republican Party proceeded to revise 
the tariff by increasing duties, by the enactment of the present 
Payne-Aldrich bill, the most infamous revenue measure ever 
evolved by duplicity and deceit in the history of this Nation. 

The answer to this betrayal of trust came, as I have said, in 
the election of 1910, when a Democratic House was chosen. The 
Sixty-second Congress framed a tariff measure embodying in 
its essential details the wishes of the people as expressed at the 
polls, but that bill was vetoed by President Taft. The election 
of 1912 was a solemn, emphatic, and determined protest against 
the Payne-Aldrich tariff, and the bill now under consideration 
is the answer of the Democratic Party to the insistent demand 
of the country for tariff revision. Notwithstanding the plain 
duty of this Congress, there are those on the other side who, un
mindful of the lessons of these elections, still insist upon a 

continuation of prohibitiYe duties. The· fight for tariff reform 
has been a long, hard battle. No interest intrenched in special 
privilege willingly surrenders. Supporting the Republican 
Party in 1912, as in the past, was the untold wealth that greed 
and avarice had filched from honest toil. There were captains 
galore in the ranks, but there were few p1irntes. Notwith
standing its depleted lines, it fought with a determination born 
of despair. The gentleman from Missouri, now our distin
guished Speaker, in an address describing tlrnt contest, quoted 
from Byron's "Destruction of Sennacherib " : 

The Assyrian came down like the wolf on tile folJ, 
And his cohorts were gleaming in purple and gold ; 
And the sheen of their spears was like stars on the sea, 
When the blue wave rolls nightly on deep Galilee. 
Like the leaves of the forest when summer is green, 
That host with their banners at sun et were seen : 
Like the leaves of the forest when autumn hath blown, 
That host · on the morr9w lay wither"d and st rown. 

And, with a few slight changes, the last stanza of that poem 
fitly describes the anguish of the Republican Party of to-day: 

And the widows of privilege a.re loud in their wail, 
Their idols are shattered in the temple of Baal ; 
And Democracy, triumphant, unscathed by the sword, 
Hath reclaimed for her own this land of the Lord. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that there is a better and brighter 
day soon to dawn in our long struggle for economic independ
ence. I believe that men are coming more and more to see the 
evil tendency of present conditions. It can not be that all that 
is good and great in our GoYernment is to be bartered away for 
the golden dross that glitters only to deceive. In this fruitful 
land, marvelous in its resources, unlimited in its possibilities, 
capable of sustaining a populati'on of untold millions, there 
should be equal opportunities for all. The truggle of life will 
not always be ours; it will pass some day to those we love better 
than ourselves. It was said in olden time that your old men 
shall see visions and your young men shall dream dreams. The 
vision of the old and the dream of the young among Democrats 
has long been of that good day when the black flag of privilege 
shall no . longer rule the high seas of human exchange. To the 
young man, especially, equal opportunity is the very lure of life. 
What will his talents, his learning, his industry aYail him if the 
door be closed? What will it profit him that Yorktown fell if 
priv.llege is still to make the law? What can it mean to him 
that Lincoln lived if slavery still abides and lashed millions 
bear the cross up our industrial Calvary? Why Valley Forge if 
the bruised feet of millions must foreYer crimson the frozen 
way of want; if the blazing fires of industry hold no warmlli 
for those that kindle them? The future bears him small hope 
upon its wings if a few are to be exalted upon the thrones of 
privilege, while artificial inequalities bear others down into the 
quagmire of poverty and despair. 

The magnitude of commercial thought and enterprise is the 
calm, cold logic of events. The combination of brains and 
money has formed the corporation that in its inherent possi
bilities of service and stripped of its adherent vices must 
quicken the blessings of distributed wealth and happines . 
The statesmen of this day must hold with e"ren hand the scales 
of justice, permit no injury to the weak, and do no injustice 
to the strong. Labor and capital are not independent and can 
prosper besr only through united service. WhateYer is unjust 
both must surrender. Neither ignorant prejudice nor calcu
lating rapacity must be suffered to hinder or obstruct our 
progress. Yet that progress must be an honest progres , and it 
must be upon a business and not upon a political basis. The 
people will not exchange their liberties for any commercial pros
perity, however admirable. The complaint that comes to-day is 
that great aggregations of capital have been receiving special 
favors at the hands of the Government and that legalized ex
tortion is being practiced upon honest enterprise and toil. 

Mr. Chairman, we should all be interested in the general 
prosperity of all the people. WhateYer contributes to the com
mon good should be written into our laws. We are interested 
in the extension of our commerce. We an not live to ourselves 
alone. American products must find foreign markets, and it is 
true of nations as of individuals that we can not hope to sell to 
those from whom we will not buy. The highways of trade 
should have no barriers and an extension of our markets will 
solye at least one of the problems that has given us eo much 
concern. Products congest in our market ; mill and factorie 
close; and we are told that the cause is oYerproduction. We 
should establish such foreign trade relations as will permit of 
an exchange of those commodities in which the nations of the 
world respectively excel, invoking such tariff duties as will 
stimulate our industries to a healthy com11ctition with those 
abroad. By such means alone can we hope for that permanent 
prosperity that comes with the adoption of the true system of 
political economy. 
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I want the conditions such that your boy and my boy will 

have an equal opportunity in the race of life. We may be able 
to leave them no silYer or gold, but we can leave them that. 
I have in mind the picture of a day when the old order will 
gi"rn place to the new. It is not a picture of blood and tears, 
of conquest and ca rnage, of wrecked hopes and ruined homes. 
It is not a nsion of the privation that visits the huts that fill 
the valley, or the revelry that swells from the mansions on the 
hill. This picture has the painter given almost life itself, but 
it is one that time will tarnish and the decades destroy. 
Rather let us behold the inspiring vision of a contented people 
who haYe forgotten the arts of warfare in the nobler pursuits 
of peace, a country in which reason shall sit enthroned the 
supreme arbiter of international rights, a land in which capital 
and labor shall have sealed in equity a covenant of everlasting 
unity, by which the fires of industry shall redden every sky, 
with the music of the forge and the furnace, the mill and the 
workshop rendering a perpetual anthem to the pursuits of peace, 
a nation chastened by a century of trials, and bright with a 
new birth of industrial freedom. [Loud applause.] · 

l\!r. GARDNER. Mr. Ohairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky [l\fr. PoWERs]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
PoWERs] is recognized. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, it is a needless waste of the 
vitality of any Republican as well as a useless consumption of 
the time of this House to attempt to convince the Democratic 
majority here that danger lurks and possible disaster lies in 
this more or less free trade tariff bill they are about to pass 
through this House and foist upon the country. The Demo
cratic Party is committed to that policy. The Democratic 
:Members of Congress here are its chance agents to put that 
policy into execution. I use the words "chance agents" ad
visedly. But for the unfortunate split in the Republican Party 
other agents would be here occupying the places of many of you 
gentlemen and carrying different instructions from your con
stituents. 

I am not unmindful of the fact that before the last election 
the country generally had determined upon a substantial, if 
not radical, revision of the tariff downward. And to illustrate 
that feeling on the part of the public I want to relate a con
versation I had with one of my rural constituents in the heat 
of the last campaign. He said : 

The Republican speakers of this Nation (you with the rest of them) 
need not be going around over the country trying to convince the voters 
of the land that their salvation Iles in the election of the Republican 
ticket. There is a great unrest throughout the country; the people feel 
that there is something wrong; they do not know what the wrong is, 
but they do know that they want a change. The farmer has for so 
many years been getting such good prices for bis products that be feels 
secure in these prices and, therefore, does not fear a change. The 
high cost of living bas pressed down with a heavy hand upon the great 
army of American laborers and the dwellers tn cities and towns, and 
it must be remembered that these dwellers constitute the big part of our 
population. All these are dissatisfied with present conditions; they be
lieve that the tariff is largely responsible for these conditions and that 
the Republican Party is responsible for the tariff. It ls true the people 
do not know just what is wrong, nor who ls to blame, and you can not 
reason with them about it. They are like a child who begs for candy 
from an indulgent father, and when told that the candy will be in
jurious to its health the child ls not convinced. The only way that 
the child can be convinced is by the painful and injurious effects of the 
actual eatlng of the candy ; and the only way the people of this country 
will be convinced that a free trade or tariff for revenue only policy 
will inure to their detriment and not their benefit is to actually have 
a dose of lt. They do not know that the Republican tariff ls re
sponsible for the things of which they complain, but they think so and 
are willing to strike blindly in the dark in the hope of finding a 
remedy. The Democratic Party professes to have a panacea for all 
the country's ills and ailments, and in her despair the country will turn 
to the Democratic Party for relief. 

My philosophical friend and constituent did not go so far 
afield in his speculations and prognostications. While the 
Democratic majority in this House is more or less the child of 
chance, and more or less the child of unfair gerrymandering, 
and more or less the child of unrest, and more or less the child 
of Republican divisions and dissensions, still the fact remains 
that it is here, and the further fact remains that it feels itself 
divinely chosen to administer to the wants and needs of an ex
pectant public. The first cure-all they expect to administer to 
their patient, the public, is an overdose of the Underwood tariff 
bill. And I want to say for the leader of the majority, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, the father of this bill, that he is an able and honor
able man, a polite and courteous gentleman. He believes he has, 
but fears he has not, found the remedy for the counb·y's ills in 
the bill that bears his name. He warned the country in his 
opening argument the other day that he did not expect any pre
cipita te reduction in the high cost of living. It would appear 
that he is looking for a soft place for himself and party to fall; 
but let me warn them that there is no soft place. If your bill 
fails to meet the expectations of the public, the public will turn 
upon you and drive you from power. You· have preached long 

and lotld that in the teachings and preachings of your party lies 
the country's salvation. Your chief and long-heralded remedy 
lies in the tariff bill before us, and if it fails, woe unto you, and 
may the good Lord have mercy on your troubled souls and cov
eted jobs. And if your tariff bill succeeds in disturbing business 
to any large extent and lowers the high cost of living not at all, 
it will be good-by Malindy to the Democratic ascemlancy for 
years to come, unless the Progressive Party takes enough votes 
from the Republican Party to again encompass its national 
defeat four years hence. It will never do it after that time. I 
am just a young and inexperienced doctor, and this country is 
a big patient, and I may be wrong in the diagnosis of its case, 
but I do not believe that free trade or tariff for revenue only is 
the panacea for this country's aches and pains. The high cost 
of living lies not so much with the tariff nor is it caused in any 
great degree by reason thereof. The high cost of living lies in 
the profits of the middlemen, and not so much with the manu
factuTers, farmers, or other producers. Your bill strikes at the 
manufacttrrers, the producers, and the farmers and leaves un
touched the operations and machinations of the dangerous mid
dlemen. The farmer is not getting too much for the products 
of his farm, nor do I believe that the majority of manufacturers, 
as such, are making any exorbitant profits on the products man
ufactured by them, although some of them are. 

It looks to me that the high cost of living and the high cost 
of everything else lies mainly in the unlawful combinations :mcl 
agreements in restraint of trade. There is scarcely an article 
that we eat or wear that is not trust controlled; and if not 
trust controlled at least "agreement" contTolled-many of them 
by the so-called " gentleman's agreement." Every few days 
there comes to light some new trust to us hitherto unknown 
which either regulates the price or controls the output of some 
article of general use and common convenience or consumption. 
You can scarcely name an article produced in factory, mine, 
workshop, or on the farm the price of which is not in some 
way regulated before it reaches the hands or homes of the 
consumers. Take the farm products of the United States fo1· 
example. In the year 1909 the farmers of this country pro~ 
duced more than $9,000,000,000 worth of products. Assuming 
that they used one-third of these, t~y would sell the remainder 
for $6,000,000,000. It was worth that much to the farmers; 
but when their $6,000,000,000 worth of stuff in 1909 reached 
the tables of the consumers it cost them (the consumers) ' 
$13,000,000,000. In other words, the price of farm products 
was more than doubled from the time they left the farmers' 
hands until they reached the hands and homes of the con· 
sumers. The farmer is not getting an exorbitant price for his 
products. He is not to blame for the high cost of living. We 
are not paying to him too much for the products of his farm. 
In fact in many instances we are not paying him enough. The 
price of his products is more than doubled from the time they. 
leave his hands to the time they lie on our tables ready for 
use. The profits of the commission houses, the wholesale 
merchants, jobbers, and a dozen and one other hands the 
farmers' products go through before reaching the consumer is 
where the trouble lies. 

The Underwood tariff bill we are now discussing does not 
reach that trouble. It offers no remedy. It proposes none. 
It strikes a blow at the farmer; it tries to make him the pack 
horse and burden bearer in reducing the high cost of living as 
did President Taft's reciprocity pact with Canada, and m all 
know what ,happened to President Taft in the last election. 

The Underwood bill puts the farmers' products on the free 
list, or greatly reduces them from what they are now, upon the 
theory and in the hope that the farmers' prices will be reduced, 
and that the consumers will profit thereby. That was the hope 
of President Taft in dealing with the "Lady of Snows." The 
distinguished author of this tariff bill now before the House 
complained in his speech the other day that the farmers' prod
ucts had increased in price 93 per cent since 1897. It is ti·ue 
they have in~reased some in price to him, but the great increase 
has been from the time they left the farmers' hands to the time 
of reaching the tables of the consumers. 

The Underwood ciriff bill strikes at the farmer a body blow, 
but does not even raise a finger against the middJeme:n. This 
Democratic tariff bill does not provide a remedy for the high 
cost of living. It tries to rob Peter to pay Paul; it indicts and 
will proceed to punish . John Smith, the innocent, because John 
Jones, the guilty, has committed the wrong. It punishes thrift, 
industry, and right living and rewards the slick manipulator. or 
combination of manipulators, in putting the price of bread 
beyond the reach of the pallid lips of the stai•ving poor. I 
have a faint and bazy recollection that some years ago a g1·eat 
and distinguished Democrat electrified a national convention 
of his_.r;>arty by saying, "You shall not press down a crown of 



664 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE.:J ..... APRIL 28; 

thorns upon the brow of labor." There was something said 
about not · crucifying m·aukind upon a cross of gold, but, · of 
course, he did not mean that, for we hear nothing about ·that 
nowadays; but he did mean what he said about the crown of. 
thorns. Let ·us see how that crown of thorns business is now 
operating or will operate under the Underwood tariff bill. For 
example: The present tariff on a bushel of· onions is 40 cents. 
The Underwood bill provides that it be reduced to 20 cents a 
bushel, and this is done in the hope of reducing the cost of liv
ing to the consumer. No consideration is being shown the 
farmer, the one who, by his toil, produces a bushel of onions. 
The only solicitude is for the consumer. Let us see how it is 
going to work out and whether or not the consumer will be bene
fited . The State of Ohio is probably the greatest onion-produc
ing State in the Union. The raisers of onions in that State, out 
on their farms, get only 28 cents a bushel for them, while the 
market price in Philadelphia, New York, and Boston is $1 per 
bu hel; so the farmer only gets 28 cents, while the other 72 cents 
goes to the railroads, or commission merchants, or jobbers, and so 
forth. Onions that reach the cities and that cost not more than 
40 or GO cents a bushel are sold to the city trade for $1 per 
bushel and much more in some places. Who gets the 50 cents? 
1t is the middlemen. These onions increase in value 50 cents 
per bushel from the time they reach the city until they reach 
the table of the consumer. In other words, the middlemen get 
50 cents profit for handling every bushel of onions. Does your 
·tariff bill reach this evil? Does it make any arrangement to 
pre-vent the profits of the middlemen? If the middlemen raise 
the price of the farmer's foodstuffs 50 cents on every dollar's 
worth of onions from the time they reach their hands until they 
reach the table of the consumer, how do you expect the Under
wood tariff bill to reduce the cost of living when it fails to 
reach the machinations of the middlemen-the seat of the 
trouble? 
. The proposed tariff bill fails to place a restraining hand upon 
the rapacious greed of the unbridled middlemen. Do yon sup
pose the fact that the onion producers on the Bermuda I slands 
and elsewhere can, through your tariff bill, lay a bushel of 
onions down on our shores for 20 cents a bushel less than they 
could heretofore will make much difference in the price of 
onions when they reach the table of the consumer? It is true 
that it will seriously affect the American farmer. He raises his 
onions by the hands of well-paid American labor while the 
Bermuda Island onion ra'lser produces his onions by or through 
the cheap labor of the islands; but if the price of the farmer's 
onions in this country can increase in price 50 cents a bushel 
from the time they reach the city until they reach the table of 
the consumer through the machinations of the middlemen
do you not suppose that the untrammeled middlemen-and your 
·tariff bill leaves them untrammeled-will soon see to it that the 
profits shall go largely to themselves and not to the consumer by 
reason of the 20 cents per bushel tariff reduction proposed in 
the Underwood bill? If the middlemen can, through some 
manipulation of the market, increase the cost of the farmers' 
hard-earned products 50 cents on the dollar after they reach 
their hands do you not suppose they can make arrangements to 
keep the other 2o cents on a bushel, or at least the most of it? 

I was reared on a farm. When I was down home some months 
ago the farmers thought they were doing mighty well to get 75 
cents a bushel for their Irish potatoes, but when I got on the 
train to conie to Washington and ordered dinner they charged 
me 20 cents apiece for those same potatoes. That happens every 
day in the year all over this great country, and yet there is 
no tariff tax between the States. There can be none. The 
pre ent law carries a tariff duty of only 25 cents per bushel on 
potatoes. The Underwood bill has put them on the free list. 
Is there nnybody who seriously believes that this will seriously 
affect the price of potatoes to the ultimate consumer? 

I ha-ve called attention to these two items to illustrate the 
character of the Underwood bill and its attitude toward the 
American farmer. rriie truth is that Schedule G of the Under
wood tariff bill either puts the whole of what the farmer raises 
and bas to sell on the free list or greatly reduces the present 
tariff rate. It is all done, so the framers ·of the bill claim, to 
fulfill the pledge of the Democratic Party in its platform that 
it would greatly reduce the cost of living if intrusted with power. 
It has been intru ted with power, and this tari.ff bill is the 
fruits of its labor. 

President Taft with a zeal worthy of a better cause, called 
Cono-ress togethe~· in extraordinary session two years ago with 
the 

0

undisguised purpose of reducing the cost of living at the 
ex1 ense of the American farmer. I want to quote somewhat 
at Jeno-th from a speech I made on the floor of the House at 
that time. · I pointed out then what I concei-ved to be the 
serious mistake of the President and how the position of Mr! 

';raft would undo his party by overthrowing the Republican 
doctrine of protection. It did undo him. The country held him 
and not the Democratic Party responsible for the proposed 
~eciprocity pact with Canada. I said this: "In my judgment 
the high cost of living in this country gave birth to the reci
procity treaty with Canada. " It was in the hope of reducing 
the cost of living and relieving the masses of that burden that 
the reciprocity measure had its origin. Stripped of all disguise, 
that was and is both its aim and object. The President inti
mated so much in his measure of January 26 last, when he said: 

Reciprocity with Canada must necessarily be chiefly confined in its 
effect on the cost of living to food and forest products. 

The President was and is sincere in his belief that the cost 
of living in this country is too high and that the great mass of 
the American people demand a reduction therein. 

The Democratic Party, with its ear to the ground and with 
the hope of ingratiating itself with the American electorate, 
coupled with a desire, I grant, of being responsive to the public 
will, came forward as the chief champion and defender of this 
measure emanating from a Republican President. It is true 
that the cost of linng is too high. I am also free to say that 
there is a just popular demand for a reduction in prices; but I 
shall not agree that the farmer should be the pack horse and 
the burden bearer of these blessings to the rest of humanity. 
If corn is too high, so is clothing; if potatoes are too high, so 
are rice and sugar. If cattle are too high, so is beef. If wheat is 
too high, so is flour. If hogs are too high, so is pork. If the 
raw materials which the fa rmer produces and has to sell are 
put upon the free list under this bill why are not the products 
made out of the raw materials which the farmer produces like
wise put upon the free list? Why is the farmer forced to- sell 
his wheat in a free market and then buy back the flour made 
from that wheat in a protected market? Why protect the 
manufacturer of flour at the expense of the farmer? If the 
farmer's cattle and hogs are put upon the free list why have 
not beef and pork likewise been put upon the free list? Why 
protect the great Beef and Pork Trusts at the expense of the 
farmer? Why protect the trust products and leave the farmer's 
products unprotected? 

If the rye and oats which the farmer raises are too high, so 
is the hat which he wears upon his head and the shoes he wears 
upon his feet likewise too high. Why have not they been put 
upon the free list in this bill? You have put upon the pro
tected list the things which the farmer buys; why do you leave 
off of the protected list the things which he sells? The things 
which the farmer buys no less than the things which he sells 
go to make up the cost of living. 

Under this reciprocity agreement the tariff duty of 25 cents 
per bushel has been remo-ved from the wheat which the farmer 
sells, while a duty of 50 cents per barrel has been retained on . 
the flour which the farmer buys. In other words, the great 
flour mills of Canada are given the opportunity of buying from 
our farmers their wheat free and then selling to our farmers 
the flour made from their own free wheat with a protection of 
50 cents per barrel. 

Under this Canadian pact a tariff duty of 10 cents per bushel 
has been remo-ved from the oats which the farmer sel1s while a 
duty of 50 cents a hundred pounds has been retained on the 
oatmeal an<l rolled oats made out of the oats bought of the 
farmer free. 

Is it right for the Beef Tru t and the great packing concerns 
of the country to buy free live stock from the farmer and then 
be protected by a duty of 1-! cents on every pound of meat 
which the farmer buys? 

Is it fair and just and right to remove protection from the 
farmer's barley and protect the brewer at the rate of 45 cents 
per hundred pounds? 

I s it fair and just and right to remove protection ·from the 
farmer's rye and protect the distiller at the rate of $2.60 per 
gallon on the whisky made therefrom? 

Is it fair and just and right to remo-ve protection from the 
farmer1s corn and barley and wheat and rye and oats and toma
toes and other vegetables and protect the manufacturers of 
these products into articles prepared for the farmer's consump
tion? 

Is it fair and just and right that the Beef Trust and packing 
concerns, the millers, the bakers, the brewers, and all the rest 
shall be protected in what they make out of the products they 
buy from the farmer free? 

Under this reciprocity agreement things which the farmer 
produces and has to sell were put upon the free list, but the 
things which he can not produce but has to buy were placed on 
the protected list. In other words, the manufactured products 
in the main are protected; the farmer'~ products in the main 
are unprotected. Both Canada and the United States under 

. 
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this agreement propose to protect their factories, but n;iutually 
agree thnt the products of the farmer of both counh·1es may 
enter the markets of the other free of duty. 

Is it riO'ht that the American manufacturer should be per
mitted to buy the things he consumes from the Canadian farmer 
free and go on selling his manufactured and protected produ~t$ 
to the unprotected farmer of our country? Grant that the pr.ice 
of living is too high, is not that which the farmer buys too high 
as well as that which the farmer sells? And, as a matter of 
fact, the farmer in the main is not getting an exorbitant price 
for the products of bis fa rm. 

The Secretary of Agriculture in his report--;-1911-shows th~t 
the farmer does not get 50 per cent of the price the consumer IS 
forced to pay for agricultural products. He also points out 
that the prices recei\ed by farmers in many instances were even 
less than the cost of production, and that the middle,rnan and 
not the farmer is the one mostly responsible for the high cost 
of foods. The t rouble lies with the middlemen. The profits 
are made after the farmer's products leave him and before they 
reach the table of the consume·r. Is there anything in the 
reciprocity pact designed to remeQ.y this evil? Nothing. Should 
the farmer be singled out as a victim and made the burden 
bearer.for all other classes? In an effort to recluce the cost of 
Ii ving should the farmer's pocketbook be the only pocketbook 
called upon to contribute to that end? But the argument has 
been made here by gentlemen on this floor that the reciprocity 
a O'reement with Canada will reduce the cost of living and at 
the same time will not affect the price of farm products. Since 
it is conceded by the President, the author of the reciprocity 
agreement with Canada, that the agreement will chiefly affect 
the products of the farm, and since the farmer's products are 
the ones put upon the free list in this bill, it is beyond my con
ception to understand how the cost of living is going to b~ r~

.duced without reducing the cost of farm products; and it IS 
equally incomprehensible to me how the farmer's products are 
goinO' to be reduced in price and the farmer profited thereby. 
H ow"' is it going to help the farmer to sell what he has to sell in 
a low market and buy what be has to buy in a high market is a 
problem the solution of which the champions of this measm~e 
will have to solve, for they solemnly tell us that the farmer is 
<>'Oing to be blessed and benefited by the transaction and that he 
~hould welcome the day when he sells cheap and buys high. 

The Democratic ora tor8 in the last campaign preached to the 
city dwellers that if they would only intrust them with power 
they would greatly reduce the price of living by reducing the 
price of many necessities of life, and before these same orators 
had O'otten a mile out of town in the farming districts they 
were btelling the farmers how they were going to protect them 
and be their special guardians by taking the tariff off the things 
they had to buy. 

In the speech I made in the Sixty-second Congress, and to 
which I ha\e referred, I made this statement : 

The reason why the Democratic Party embr~ced with such . undis
guised delight the opportunity to pass the. Canadian pac~ was that i~ is 
a heavy blow to the time-honored doctrrne of Republican protection. 
In fact, it is in many r espects a radical free-tl'!.!-de measure. It do~s 
not stop with the "tariff-for-revenue-only" doctrme of the Democratic 
Party It does not look to revenue at all; its most earnest advocates 
admit. that we will lose from two to ten million dollars in revenues 
yearly by reason of the passage of this bill. It would not surprise me 
if we lost yearly $50,000,000 in revenue. 

'l'he central idea in the fertile brains of the Democratic Members of 
this House and the motive which actuated their hearts in the passage 
of the Canadian reciprocity measure, were to strike a body blow to our 
protective system. 

They are not unmindful of the fact that the protective system is a 
lo"ical whole-that protection must either apply to all industries or 
apply to none. You can not protect the A.merican manufacturers and 
leave the farmers unprotected. Protection must protect everybody that 
needs protection or protect nobody. 

And yet in the face of the fact that the Democratic Party 
claims to be the farmers' undying friend, it supported through 
its Representatives on the floor of this House, with surprising 
unanimity, the reciprocity pact with Canada which would have 
done so much, had it become effecti\e, to the serious detriment 
of the farmers of this country. 

And this same Democratic Party, with the same pretended 
lo-ve for the farmer, now proposes in the Undel'wood biH to put 
his broom corn, buckwheat, potatoes, corn and corn meal, wheat, 
hogs, beef, --real, mutton, pork, la~b, bacon and hams, milk and 
cream, and so for th, on the free list. But to compensate for all 
this and make amends to the farmer for the wrongs done him 
in the Underwood bill the Democrats have placed rags on the free 
list. I want to gi\e the Democratic Party credit for that. They 
ha\e shown great and exceedingly clear insight in the effect 
their bill will produce on the country, and to meet the demand 
for rags that is soon to follow have generously placed them on 
the free list. I believe in giving credit where credit is due. I 
congratulate the Democratic Par ty on this wise provision. But 

the Democratic. Party says it is going to compensate the fa rmer 
for haying reduced or placed on the free list all the products of 
the . farm by admitting free of lluty agricultural implements. _ 
The Underwood tariff bill cnrries exactly the same provision in 
regard to agricultural implements that the so-called farp:iei:s' 
free-list bill carried in the last Congress, and what I sak1 regard
ing that bill at that time is equally applicable to the present 
bill. _ At that time I had this to say : 

Now, let us look at some of the provisions of this so-called farmers' 
free-list bill. It pro>ides that "plows, tooth harrows, disk harrows, 
headers. liarve ter ·, reapers, agricultural drills and planters, mowers, 
horse rakes, cultivators, thr·ashing machines, cotton. gins, farm wagons, 
farm carts, and all other agricultural implements-whate>er that may 
mean-of whatever kind and description, whether specifically men
tioned herein or not. whether in whole or in parts. including repair 
parts * * * sha-Jl be exempt from duty when imported into the 
United States." 

The gentlemen on the opposite side of this Chamber maintain 
that they propose to pass this bill in the interest of the Amer
ican farmer. That bei~g their avowed purpose, it would · be 
well to look dispassionately at the situation and see whether or 
not this portion of the bill, if passed, will redound to the bene
fit of the farmers of our country; and to what extent, if any. 
If this part of the bill, if passed, will greatly benefit our farm
ers, then it ought to receiye the hearty support of all the 
Members here. 

To ascertain whether or not this part of the bill, if enacted 
into law, will benefit our farmers it is necessary to determine 
at least three things: 

1. What is the present status of the articles mentioned in 
this part of the bill relatiYe to tariff duties? 

2. What are the prices on these ·rnrious :uticles now in our 
own country and abroad? 

3 . .And what effect, if any, will the passage of this bill haye 
on the price of the articles mentioned herein? ' 

Addressing myself to the first inquiry, I find under section 
476 of our present tariff law, which is now in operation, that 
"plows, tooth and disk harrows, har\esters, reapers, agricul
tm·al drills and planters, mowers, horse rakes, cultivators, 
thrashing machines, and cotton gins, and so forth, shall be im
ported into this country free of duty," provided "no tax or 
duty " shall be imposed on us "on like articles imported from 
·the United States" into other countries, and in the event any 
foreign country refuses to let us ship our agricultural imple
ments, and so forth, free of duty into it, then we charge that 
country 15 per cent ad yalorem for shipping its like implements 
into this country and enjoying the privilege of our American 
markets. 

Is there anything radically wrong about these provisions of 
our present tariff law? We offer to let farming implements of 
other countries come into this country free of duty if they will 
let our farming implements go into their country free of duty. 
Anything unfair about that? Is it right for us to give the 
various countries of the world a free market for their agricul
tural implements in this country and, in turn, be denied a free 
market for our agricultural implements in theirs? 

Should we discriminate against our own industries or any 
part of them in favor of the industries of foreign countries? 
Should the American manufacturer, simply because he is a 
manufacturer, who employs well-paid American labor be dis
criminated against in favor of another manufacturer who em
ploys cheap foreign labor? Is it right that American ma nu
facturers of agricultural implements, who employ American 
labor, should be forced to pay a duty on the agricultural im,. 
plements which they send to other cotmtries and let the manu
facturers of agricultural implements of other countries, who 
employ foreign labor, send their agricultural implements into 
this country free of duty? Such a course .discriminates against 
both American capital and labor. .And, besides that, it is my 
information that the International Hanester Co.-and which 
is sometimes referred to as the Agricultural Implement Trust
has manufacturing plants not only in America but in Canada, 
Sweden, Russia, France, and Germany, and that agricultural 
implements are as cheap, or about as cheap, in America as they 
are el sew here. 

If this be true, and if this tariff law which is soon to be 
enacted here is to remain long in force, would it not be a wise 
idea for the International Harvester Co. and other concerns 
in the United States engaged in making farm implements to 
remove their plants to Canada and elsewhere and save the 
thousands of dollars ann-ually which are now paid this Go-\
ernment in tariff duties for the privilege of shipping and sell
ing agricultural implements into this country? 

I n that event this Government would not only lose the thou
sands of dollars paid in tariff duties, but our wage earners 
would lose $50,000,000 annually now paid American labor in 
the manufacture of agricultural implements. 
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· In 1!)05 the United States produced $111,344,975 worth of 
agricultural implements. There were in the year 1900, 46.582 
wage earners employed in the United States in the manufacture 
of agricultural implements. In that year there was $157,707,951 
of American money invested in the manufacture of these imple
ments. •The State of Kentucky alone had $1,735,595 invested 
in this enterprise, and paid Kentucky wage earners over 
$300,000. The State of Illinois had $62,202,320 invested in the 
manufacture of agricultural implements, and paid over 
$9,000,000, exclusive of officers' and clerks' salaries to American 
wage earners. 

'ro let the chen:ply made agricultural implements be shipped 
into this country free of duty would be, indeed, an unjust and 
unfair discrimination against American capital and American 
labor, especially in view of the fact that tariff duties must be 
paid by us on all the agricultural implements which we send for 
sale to other countries. 

Since agricultural implements are already as cheap in this 
country as elsewhere, and since we lose thousands of dollars in 
revenue for this Government and transfer millions of dollars 
from American to foreign labor, it is e--rident, it seems to me, 
that this section of the farmers' free "fake" bill, if enacted into 
law, will hurt, not help, both the American farmer and the 
A..mel'ican people generally. 

I would like to discuss other provisions of this bill, but time 
forbids. While I haYe not had an opportunity to give the 
income-tax provision the thought and study such a great ques
tion deserves, my present inclinations are to support it. The 
rich and prosperous are not bearing their just share of the bur
dens of the Government under our present system of taxation. 
But the trouble with this sort of legislation is to know when 
and where it is going to stop. If sufficioot encouragement is 
given to the movement, the time may come when the rights of 
property will no longer be safe. I have great faith in the ca
pacity of the American people to properly guard and protect 
their rights in the future as well as at the present, and I will 
vote for the income-tax provision of the Underwood bill if I 
have an opportunity to cast a separate vote for that part of it; 
but the Underwood bill, taking it as a whole, I can not and will 
not support. It places coal and timber on the free list, and the 
district I have the honor to represent is rich in both of these. 
I would discuss them at length if discussing them would do any 
good. Nothing that I can here say, nothing that any Republican 
can here say, will prevent the passage of this bill. The Demo
crats of this House have decided in caucus that this bill shall 
pass, and pass it will. I simply want to register my protest 
against it by my words and by my vote. The Democratic Party 
has promised the country that business shall not be disturbed 
and that the high cost of living shall be reduced, neither of 
which pledges it is going to keep through the passage of this 
bill. This bill will not reduce the cost of living. You are not 
going at it right. And if you would listen to me, I would say, 
" Call off your dogs, gentlemen; they are barking up the wrong 
tree.'1 Your bill does not strike at the heart of the trouble in 
the high cost of living. When you can frame and put into exe
cution such laws as will prevent a few men through "gentle
men·s agreements" and otherwise from controlling the output 
and price of almost every product and commodity of the fa.rm, 
mine, workshop, and factory, not forgetting ladies' hats, you will 
have gone a long way toward solving the problem of the high 
cost of living. [Applause.] I want to insert as part of my 
remarks an editorial and an article appearing in the National 
Farmer and Stock Grower, published at St. Louis, Mo., and an 
editorial appearing in the Philadelphia Press of April 24, 1913. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
(From the Philadelphia Press, Thursday, Apr. 24, 1913.] 

A BILL TO REDUCE AMElUCA.N WAGES. 

The report on the Democratic tariff bill discloses nothing of impor
tance that the bill Itself did not reveal, except its frank acknowledgment 
of the protection-destroying principle on which the bill is framed. 
American industries receive no favors, however slight. On the contrary, 
ingenuity is exerted to avoid giving them even incidental favors. 

The authors of the bill estimate that it wm increase imports about 
one-third and that those imports will pay very much less customs revenue 
than under the present tariff, and altogether leave a deficit of 
$68,750,000 to be made good by the income tax. What will make good 
the 240,000,000 worth of American products that the increased im
portations will displace? Who will make good to American men and 
women the wages that are now paid to the producers of this $240;-
000.000 worth of American goods that the new tariff will thrJw out 
of the market? A very radical change is here proposed, and the pur
nose is frankly expressed to invite and stimulate the importation of 
the products of foreign labor in order tbat those making the same 
goods on this side of the ocean may feel the full sh·ain and stress of 
foreign competition. · 

This is expected to bring down the cost of living in this country. 
What avail will it be to the thousands who are thrown out of · work 
that the cost of things is reduced when they have no money at all to 
pay for them? What joy does it give a man to find prices reduced if 
his wages are reduced even more? The market can abso1·b only about 

so much, and if this is supplied by American industry American manu
facturers and American workmen will receive and circulate here at 
home the money value of the commodities. If the $240 000 000 of 
goods DOW made here are brought in from abroad by the new tariff, as 
its .framers predict it will send that much American money or its 
equivalent across the water. It will represent the profits · of foreign 
producers and the w~ges of foreign wot·kmen, while a proportionate 
amount of our own mtlls and our own workmen at·e idle. 

To stand the foreign competition, which this Democratic tariff bill 
is framed to invite, the waqes of American workers, men and women, 
must come down to the foreign wage level. On no other basis can our 
manufacturers compete, and even then only the stron"'est of them can 
survive the competition. A bill " to reduce Americ:f n wages and to 
close American mills" should be the title of this measure. With tbi 
report behind. it, this Democratic tariff bill comes before Congress 
~ithout disgmse, naked and unashamed of its un-American purpose to 
discolli·age ho!lle ind~try and !-o encourage in its stead and-greatly 
increase the importation to this country of the products of foreign 
labor. 

FAR~ERS AND THE TARIFF-WHAT CONGRESS IS LIKELY TO DO A.ND WHAT 
CONGRESS WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOn IF THE PROTECTIVE SYSTE'l! IS 
LEGISLATED OUT OF BUSIIl.~SS. 

The National Farmer and Stock Grower is not a political paper anu 
~e regret very m~ch . that protection of American farming, manufactur
mg, and commercial mterests, through the collection of customs duties, 
is considered a political question when it really is an economic and bu i
ness matter-one that can not be decided in connection with social and 
sentimental questions that so largely influence the alignment of political 
parties. 

We ventm·e the assertion that if the people of the United States were 
p~rmitted to vote on the tariff question alone and not have it mixed up 
with all other subjects that divide people into parties the vote on the 
~ariff would be overwhelmingly in favor of the protection to American 
mdush·ies of all kinds through the imposition of customs duties that 
would shut nothing out entirely, but would collect · some money for tile 
support of the Government on all raw materials and manufactured 
goods admitted from foreign countries. 

In lawmaking Congress exerts a wonderful power, and it is often 
exercised unwisely and to the disadvantage of the American people. A 
case in point is the removal of the tariff on coffee, which enabled the 
foreign combinations to put up the price before the coffee reached our 
seaports and almost doubled the· cost to the American importer and 
trebled the profits of the Brazilian syndicates that control the output. 

. Anothe~ example of misdirected legislation is taking the duty off 
hides, which has resulted to the benefit of the owners of foreign bides, 
who simply added the duty to the price. They paid the duties to the 
United States Government when the duties were collectible by law, and 
put it in their own pockets when they found that the United States 
Government had made them a present of it by admitting the hides free 
of duty. 

We understand the general idea in Congress is that all they have to 
do is to remove the 1?!-cent-a-pound duty on dressed meats or the small 
duty that is paid on imported beef cattle and then go around to the 
butcher sh.ops and buy beefsteaks 10 cents a pound cheaper. They are 
entirely IIllstaken. They can make a pre ent of the duties to the foreign 
syndicates engaged in the meat trade, but they can not prevent them 
accepting and keeping the present. They can admit cattle on the hoof 
free of duty, but there the power of Congress ends. They can discour
age the American farmer and induce him to get rid of bis sheep, but 
they can not get him to start up again. The wheat grower who bas a 
nice old time producing wheat that will pay a profit of $6 to $10 an 
acre under present circumstances, can easily be induced to quit raising 
wheat, but when Argentine and Canadian wheats come in on top of a 
good crop here and the market becomes demoralized for the time being 
then look out for the farmer forgetting to sow the usual crop of wheat 
in this country. 

Congress can do much damage, but can not heal the sores naain. 
People in the United States are not going to prosper on the money etbat 
goes to Australia for wool, or on the money that goes to Canada for 
wheat, or on the money that goes to Argentina for beef. We prosper 
on the money that is paid to our own people. It goes out and it 
comes back again. It gets into circulation. But the money that is 
sent abroad remains there, and our exports are not any larger from 
that source of revenue. 

The farm productions of this country are ample for all purposes. 
One-half of the time our grain productions sell at prices that barely 
return the cost of production. There bas never yet been a time when 
there was a bonanza in grain growing. Through years of low prices 
and sacrifice, cattle have for once reached what may be called high 
prices, but only because of the changes that on the one hand have 
destroyed · cattle ranges, but the cattle ranges cut up into farms have 
not yet produced the maximum of beef. Year in and year out fa.rm 
pl'oductions bring moderate prices, and the burdens of the consumer ru·e 
not caused by the wholesale cost of anything the farmer raises. 

We have no hesitancy in saying as our editorial opinion that the 
admission of farm products free of duty from other countries will 
gradually undermine the productive industries of this country. The 
change will not take place in a day, but we will soon be in the posi
tion of a family when the bead of it gambles his earning away instead ' 
of taking the money home to h is wife. Industrial enterprises will be ' 
in difficulties, for the reason that trade will be dull and wages high. 
Less people will be employed and many industries will be at a stand
still. The farmer will be able to feed himself but he will find bfmself 
short of money ; be will practice economy and produce crops that cost 
the least for seed and the least cost for labor. 

Farmers will remember that Canada saved us from the acts of our 
own Congress, so far as the bogus reciprocity blll was concerned, but we 
can not expect to have Canadians refuse free trade when they are still 
able to conduct their own protective system. We can not expect much 
assistance from manufactUl·ei·s who are protectionists, because they are 
usually protectionists for themselves alone; and we can not expect 
much help from anyone unless we do the work ourselves. Congress will 
finally have to accept responsibility for its acts, but that is away off. 
Wben great injury is done and can not be undone, it Is poor satisfaction 
to fix the blame, and that is all the recourse we will have. 

In another column will be found an article entitled " Our industrial 
policy." If every farmer who is interested in this subject will address 
a Congressman and a Senato1· indorsing this policy it will be harder 
and harder to get a bill through Congress that will do away with the 
protective policy of the Government, so far as the farming interest is 
concerned. 
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OUR IXDUSTRIAL POLICY-'--WE ARE I~ FA\OR OF ALL FOREIGN :FAR:O.I PRO

D~CTIOXS PAYIXG A DUTY FOR THE SUPPORT OF THE UNITED STATES 
00\"EB~l\IK.'<T, Al'i"D TO l'AY IT AT THE FRONT DOOR. 

The National Farmer and Stock Grower is in favor of the United 
States · customhouse collecting a reasonable range of duties upon all 
foreign farm products and all manufactured goods admitted Into the 
United States from foreign countries, said duties to be applied to the 
support of the National Government. 
B~ the tariff policy that we advocate fully one-half of the money 

requu·ed for the support of the National Government should be collected 
at the customhouses, besides furnishing the farmer and manufacturer 
the very moderate amount of protection to which they are entitled. 
We are opposed to the admission of foreign farm products free .of 
duty, because admission of such products duty free always leads to the 
advantage of the foreign merchant and speculator and causing increased 
bm·dens to be imposed on our own people. 

Taking the duty off. bides has been entirely In the Interest of foreign 
countries and to the detriment of our own people ; admitting coffee · 
duty · free enabled the formation of a South American combination that 
has raised the price three for one, and every time foreign goods are 
placed on the free list there is the same result. With moderate im
port duties received by the United States on various products as now 
collected the total that is covered into the United States Treasury is 
over 300,000,000 a year, and if not collected that way will have to 
be collected by direct taxes upon our own productions. The admission 
of foreign goods free of duty results in higher prices to the American 
con umer and higher taxation also upon our own products to make 
up the necessary revenues. 

Every farmer in the United States is taxed by his county and by 
the State ; he also pays a share of the taxes collected in various ways 
for the support of the Federal Government. We believe that in return 
for his support in tax money and in time of necessity for his personal 
services the American citizen is entitled to preference in his home 
market for his own productions from the laws of the Government he 
supports. We believe that the advantages of our own markets belong 
to the citizens of the United States, and that all foreign farm produc
tions should pay a duty at the front door as the goods are admitted. 
In times of scarcity, caused by drought or other unavoidable influences, 
the foreign farm productions can come in under light duties on a fair 
basis, and in times of abundance the country thrives better without 
them. 

We believe the farmer as a producer outranks all other people; the 
manufacturer is next; but without the farmer 's products the manufac
turer would have to shut his doors. 

Legislation against the farming Interest is the height of folly, and 
special discrimination against the farmer ls a political crime. Legisla
t10n against the farmer will cause more poverty in the cities than most 
people imagine. The nonproducing, so-called, consumers in cities will be 
the first to find it out and be the greatest sufferers. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUM
LEY] is recognized. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, on the 4th day of July, 1776, 
the people of America declared their political independence of 
the mother country, and on thG 4th day of July, 1789, they placed 
upon their statute books their first decisive declaration of com
mercial independence. 

The earlier declaration was an expression of freedom and 
equality for all men, the latter a deliberate expression in law 
of the means whereby the former might be obtained and main
tained. It is not a little singular that in 1913, 124 years later, 
there is an effort by a great party to enact into law the theory 
and the assertion that the first statute of the new Nation by 
its First Congress was a constitutional mistake and blunder; 
that the great minds who in convention framed our organic law 
did not know, as Congressmen, its powers and limitations, and 
that the Father of his Country, who approved the law, did not 
comprehend its purport or its provisions. 

The First Congress was confronted with an imperious demand 
for immediate money; it was also confronted with the urgent 
necc sity to encourage and protect manufactures. It met both 
conditions under the same act-a protectirn tariff yielding reve
nue--clearly, certainly, definitely, without hesitancy, and with
out question, demonstrating indubitably that, great and con
summate a.s had been their ability in framing the Constitution, 
equally great was their ability to enact the requisite laws 
adapted to and in conformity with it, so written as to produce 
adequate revenue and to in pire, to foster, and to promote Amer
ican energy, skill, enterprise, and industry. 

Concerning the principle and the policy, the right and the wis
dom of a protective t.ariff, there was then no party division, nor 
:was there division then among the great leaders of either party. 
Madison, of the school of Jefferson, was its advocate in Congress, 
and Hamilton, the Federalist, was in full accord. 

Where they stood then the Republican Party now stands. 
;what they advocated we advocate, their principles are ours, 
and notwithstanding the tremendous popular electoral vote 
which placed Mr. Wilson in the Executive chair, I unhesitat- · 
ingly assert, without fear of successful contradiction, that 
where the fathers stood in 1789 and where the Republican Party 
stands to-day, stand also this hour in an overwhelming ma
jority tlle people of the United states. [Applause on the Re
publican side.] 

On tlle 4th of ~ To,·emuer Jast tllere was no mandate from the 
people to the D mocratic ·Party to revise the policy of the 
Nation, to write a tariff for re-venue only, to disclaim and deny 

all protection to all American industries, to stay the unparal
leled prosperity of all the people (which is the unquestioned 
and undeniable fact of to-day), to return to the not-forgotten 
sloughs and quagmires and the -valleys of dark despair of 
approximate free trade, to feed on the dry husks and the bitter 
herbs of an exploded, delusive, and illusirn theory. To the 
great body of our citizens it is not necessary to repeat the sad 
lessons of the past. 

The impossibility of prosperity under a tariff for revenue only 
has been demonstrated too thoroughly, too often, and too re
cently to call for repetition. With many millions of our citi
zens its utter failure is yet a tragic memory, while all ha1e 
recourse to history and can determine and denounce as they 
read. They know, who will, that such a tariff laid upon com
petitive foreign products is both a delusion and a snare. It 
builds for some while it destroys for others. When written 
only to produce revenue a tariff should be placed so that its 
burdens may be borne equally, wherein lies equity. In such 
matters equality is equity, and inequality is inequity. It is not 
that such inequality and inequity is the limited and the rare, 
it is that it is the usual and should be the expected. It is not 
that it comes unforeseen and occasionally, but it is in its very 
nature and in its necessary application foredoomed to be un
equal, unfair, discriminatory, oftentimes totally destructive, 
always unjust, inequitable, and indefensible. Such a tariff 
can never be fair to the people as a whole or in any consid
erable part, can never be just and wise in principle, safe or 
salutary in use. 

Such products of the foreign factory or the farm as are 
hopeful articles of large importation are stimulated to activity 
by low rates of duty; such foreign products as are not sug
gestive of large importation are charged with a higher ·duty 
to gain some revenue; and, regardless of the reasons therefor, the 
proposed tariff illustrates the wide-the very wide-range in 
the scale of duties placed upon articles which are competitive 
with the products of our people. Without stating or consider
ing the reasons therefor, but knowing only that professedly 
uot one rate has been written with the purpose or intent to 
protect a single American industry, but solely with an eye alert 
for revenue, we find this tariff bill, like all its predecessors of 
a similar scope and purpose, full of low ·rates of duty or no 
duty at all, so framed to inspire, encourage, and stimulate 
importation of .articles with which the industrial world of 
America is in sharp competition, while other paragraphs in 
the same schedule, for reasons which appeal to its makers, 
have a high, almost prohibitive, rate, practically excluding 
competition. 

Against these low rates the American producer must stri:re 
in competition, selling in this lower, less favorable market, 
while quite possibly he must buy his raw material even from 
one who has the "accidental" protection peculiar to tariffs so 
co~structed. l\Iany of our industries must struggle for existence 
in the world's market, with admittedly adverse conditions of 
labor cost, buying their needed materials of those not exposed 
to foreign competition, unaffected by the labor conditions of 
other lands, undisturbed by tariff changes. 

To illustrate, "machine tools," an important industry in my 
State, has now a tariff adequate only to fair protection-of 30 
per cent on its finished product-and House bill 3321 reduces 
this to 15 per cent. This industry is not a monopoly or a 
trust. There are 224 competitive establishments in 18 differ
ent States, employing 30,000 wage earners, with a total 
annual output of $40,000,000, with an annual average income 
for the past 10 years of 8.95 per cent on actual invested 
capital, whlch have no material protection because of patents. 
A " machine tool" is of the class of lathes, planes, drills, and 
the like, and is not the tool of the individual workingm::tn but 
of the manufacturing concerns which use them in cutting, shap
ing, and forming metal. Their use has never enhanced but has 
always reduced the cost of the articles made by them, while 
both directly and indirectly, their manufacture and use hav~ 
lowered the cost of many of the necessaries of life. 

The American machine-tool builder has sharp foreign com
petition, especially in Germany and England, through eqnaJ.lv 
scientific shop systems, equal physical capacity in their skilJed 
workmen, equal plant equipment, with capacity to turn out the 
same amount of work man for man, and through a wage cost of 
about one-half. In fact, during the years from 1900 to 1010 in 
the neutral market of France, not prejudiced in Germany's 
favor, the American growth has been from 35,000,000 franc to 
45,000,000 francs, while Germany has increased from 35,000,000 
francs to 110,000,000 francs. We have gained 10,000,000 francs, 

, G~rrnaily 75,000,000. 
. During the past 10 years the American machine-tool indu~try 

has steadily. lost strength .in continental Europe, while during 
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that same period under the 30 per cent rate there has been a 
steadily growing inva ion of the American market by its foreign 
competitors, and under the proposed rate of 15 per cent the 
consequences to the machine-tool industry can be nothing less 
than dhmstrous unless met by a lower cost of production, which, 
under the already highly organized and highly specialized ma
chine-tool shops of America, can only be found in a lower wage 
to the workmen. But against this means of reduction in the 
cost of the machine tool comes the hard fact that the incidental 
protection of a ssociated industries in many instances permits 
tho e fayored concerns employing the same class of labor and 
using the same materials to maintain the same wa.ge scale as at 
present, a wage scale which, indeed, no American industry 
should be prevented by any tariff rate in any tariff Jaw 
from maintainin<r. Between this upper millstone of a foreign 
competitor producing the goods at 30 to 40 per cent less cos1 
thnn the American concern and his incidentally protected associ
ated manufacturer, preventing all possible relief in a lower wage 
scale to its workmen, what is there left to the machine-tool in
dustry and its employees but bankruptcy to the one and loss of 
employment and wage to the other? Among those associated 
industries of which I speak, employing the same class of skilled 
machinists and using the same general class of materials, are 
automobiles and automobile bodies, rated in H. R. 3321 at 45 
per cent ad valorem; motor cycles and finished parts thereof, 
40 per cent; bicycles, 25 per Gent; breech-loading shotguns and 
rifles, and the like, pistols of all kinds, 35 pel' cent; files, file 
blanks, rasps, and the like, .25 per cent; screws 25 per cent; 
umbrella and parasol ribs, 35 per cent; wheels f()r railway pur
poses, and the like, 25 per cent; nippers and pliers, 30 per cent;· 
and all articles composed wholly or in chief value of iron, steel, 
and the like, whether wholly or partly manufactured, 25 per cent. 

In making this comparison I am not suggesting that any of 
these r a tes has been laid on any other ground than for revenue 
only. On the eontra.ry I assume, a.s I have a right to do, that 
they ham been placed solely and carefully on that basis. With 
that • ssumption I invite attention to a.n analysis of these rates 
as affecting these different industries, and a clear appreciation 
of the injustice, inequality, and inequity which under the sys
tem invoked. follows as regularly, as exactly, and as certainly 
as night follows the day. · 

I would invite your attention to another schedule in which 
my constituents are most deeply interested. I would take you 
to Barre, Vt., the largest center of the granite industry of the 
world. Thirty years ago the granite industry in Barre had 
practically no existence; under the fostering conditions of a 
Republican protective tariff since 1883 it bas now no rival. 

In paTagraphs 100 and lCJl, H. R. 3321, we find manufactur~d 
marble placed at a rate of 45 per cent, reduced from 50 per cent, 
and manufactured granite at 25 per cent, reduced from 50 per 
cent. Why the gross dissimilarity in the rates on the finished 
product? Under the tariff for revenue of 1894 for three years the 
rate of duty on manufaetured granite was at 30 per cent, aside 
from those three year!'l, from 1883 to the present it has remained 
with marble at 50 per cent. 

Why the cha nge? Aside from the most ordinary monumental 
purposes both inay be classed as luxuries. As a revenue pr-0-
ducer it should be so placed and taxed. A man who is able to 
build a house of marble at a cost of $12 a cubic foot will not 
notice a change of 5 per cent in his fav-0r, but the Government 
will lose just that much revenue. Why the reduction of 50 per 
cent in the rate of duty on granite and of 10 per cent only on 
ma·rble? Largely they are competitors. Examination of the 
report of the majority of the Committee on Ways and Means 
discloses no specific explanation, hence, if found, it must be 
in the general principles underlying the revision-table 4, 
page 9, ·classes marble as a luxury. If a luxury, why any 
reduction? Is not manufactured granite also a luxury? What 
man of moderate means buys either, except for ordinary monu
mental purposes at moderate expense? In what regard is 
granite, save for such monumental purposes, a necessity? Why 
is it excessively reduced? 

Table 5, page 11, denls in necessaries. Schedule B is anx
iously studied, but evidently granite is not classed as a neces
sity; but grindstones are, and the tariff burden on grindstones 
should ·be reduced in accordance with the declaration of pur
pose on page 9 "to the lowest possible point commensurate 
with re"enue requirements "-and the "robber" protective 
tariff of 1909 rates them at $1.75 per ton and the "immaculate" 
competitive tariff of 1913 at $L50 per ton, a reduction of 
25 cents on a ton, of eighty-nine one-hundredths of 1 per cent, 
or about 3 cents on a 300-pound grindstone. And similarly 
are luxuries, such as marble, lowered, instead of increased, 5 per 
cent, and the tariff burdens reduced on the necessary grind
stone eighty-nine one-hundredths of 1 p~r cent only . . 

Aeroplanes are classed as luxuries, and in accordance with 
the manifesto on page 9 the committee has kept in mind the 
" making the luxuries of life bear their proper burden of the 
tariff responsibilities." Under the "ill-conceived " tariff of 1909 
aeroplanes as luxuries were rated at 45 per cent; under H. R . 
3321 only 25 per cent- not an increase but a reduction; yes, a 
reduction of 2-0 per cent! 

" Comfits and fruits of all kinds, preser ved, containing over 
10 ·per cent of alcohol," tariff of 1909, 90.98 per cent-H. R. 
3321, 70 per cent; and " gamP, except birds," the excoriated 
tm;iff of 1909 places at 2i cents per pound and the proposed 
tariff of 1913, which is to make the "luxuries of life bear 
their proper burden of the tariff responsibilities "-this tariff 
reduces the duty on game to H cents per pound. " Oriental 
rugs and carpets,· and those woven whole for rooms," under 
the plutocrat tariff of 1909 bear a rate of 58.10 per cent; under 
the Democratic poor man's tariff relief of 1913 are rated at 
50 per cent. Evidently the Republican tariff of 1909 placed 
a too heavy burden of responsibilities on luxuries which it is 
the clear duty of the Democratic tariff of 1913 to correct by 
lessening them. · 

There is no answer in the bill or the report to my question: 
Why is the tariff on manufactured marble reduced onJy 5 per 
cent and the tariff on manufactured granite reduced 50 per 
cent? But there is a reason, and perhaps I find it. In No. 4 
of the hearings, relating to Schedule B, on page 565, I find 
the statement of l\fr. Frank J. Harnold, of Townsend, Townsend 
& Co., 453 West Twenty-first Street, New York City, repre
senting the National Association of WhoJesale Granite Dealers, 
comprising 18 firms engaged in the business of selling domestic 
and imported granite monuments at wholesaJe. He recom
mends that the tariff on manufactured granite be reduced from 
50 per cent to 20 per cent. He claimed that at 20 per cent ad 
valorem the cost of the imported article wouJd be in excess of 
the cost of the domestic article, and to prove it he submitted a 
brief in which he shows that certain granite, f . o. b.-

Aberdeen, Scotland, costs $22.87; that the duty, at 20 per 
cent, is $4.58; fr~ight and delivery f. o. b. cars New York is 
$7.11; making a total of $34.56. 

That certain domestic granite f. o. b. cars at quarry is $30; 
omitting all transportation charges to the same distributing 
point, which from Barre, Vt., is easily equal to the freight 
charges across the water, which, if added at $7.11, makes a total 
of $37 .11, or an excess in cost of $2.55. 

That certain other granite f. o. b. Aberdeen costs $59.61; duty, 
at 20 per cent ad valorem, is $11.92; freight and delivery f. o. b. 
cars at New York, $18.72; total, $90.25. . 

That certain domestic granite costs f . o. b. cars at quarry $87; 
omitting wholly transportation charges to the same distributing 
point, equal from Barre, Vt., I feel sure, to the shipping char<res 
across the Atlantic, namely, $18.72; total, $105.72; against the 
American producer, $15.47; and that also certain other granite 
f. o. b. Aberdeen costs $60.82; duty, -s.t 20 per cent ad valorem, 
$12.17; freight and delivery f . o. b~ cars at New York, $19.13 ; 
total, $92.12. 

That also certain other domestic grs.nite costs f. o. b. cars at 
quarry, $88; omitting wholly transportation charges to the same 
distributing point, which is probably equal to the shipping 
charges on sea, $19.13 ; total, $107 .13; less, $92.12; to the dis
advantage of the American producer, $15.01. 

No manufacturers of granite were heard, and the rate of duty 
was cut to 25 per cent, substantially granting the request of the 
importer. Whether it was because the importer requested a 
tariff that would invite competitive importation or because the 
committee regarded this industry, whose finished product is 
practically all labor, as one which should be stripped bare of 
protection and left to combat its foreign rivals with a wage 
scale that is high while theirs is low, I cannot say, but such is 
the result of their action-and the consequences must be most 
serious. 

Wages in Barre, Vt., and vicinity: Cutters, 40! cents per hour, 
minimum; polishers, 40i cents pe1· hour, minimum. 

Foreign : Cutters, 15 cents per hour average; polishers, 14 
cents per hour average. 

When the present bill of prices expires the new bill will re
qufre $4 a day for eight hours. 

The granite business of the United States is in no sense a 
trust; each manufacturer is in competition with every other. 
In Washington County, Vt., my home county, there are over 
140 manufacturing concerns in direct competition with each 
other, and I am advised that the same condition exists all over 
the United States. Should the tariff be raised 100 per cent over 
the rate of to-day it would not at all affect the prices of the 
product, owing to the sharp competition which prevails. It 
~ould mean simply increased . production within. the United 
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Stn:tes without .incr.ease of price to the consumer. If t.9:e taritI American -pr-0du.cer becanse of the admitted higher wages which 
is reduced so that foreign competitors ship their mannfa<:tllred he is ·Compelled to pay. 

'd bl t t 't iU re The true way, the Republican "Way, is to .adjust the tariff so 
product into this country to .any cons1 :er.a e ex en • l w - " ·S to reta1·n the Ame. rican maTket for the American prodncer duce the -OJJtput of ou1· manufacturer.s without lessening the .cost ~ 

so long .as he sells his products :at a fair price to the American to .the consumer. . · 't' f b d h 
'.rhis is a -case where that for every f.oreign monument sold m consumer and subject him to -competi 1011 rom a roa w en, 

the United States American labor manufactur~s OTu. e less. T~e and only when, his p-rices to the consumer a.re unfair, undue, ur 
rtun ty t sell hlS exorbitant. 

American labor.er :g.ets just so much less oppo · 1 0 we contend that the fair price and the proper tariff tu main-
product, ·and the .American manufacturer .parts ~ith ~s .PT?fits tain it shall be ascertained by .a scientific investigation through 
for the b_enefit of the foreign producer and the home importer . . 

d ~te s com a permanent nonpartisan board or commission into every 
Houserbill '3321 makes foreign manufacture gram :an ea Y . - economic feature. condition, or factor whi-ch will aid in ascei·· 
petitor with Ame1·ican manufactured granite upon terms wh1c!1 ta.i:ning .and definitely determining the trne di:ffer~e in pro
gke the f-O:reigner marked advantage in our own markets. This du. ction eost of every foreign product se2king entry at our ports 
is not the tariff revision promised the people by the Democrats 
in their platform of 1912. nor is it in accord with the decl~ra- to .compete with the similar products <Of .America. 
tion f President Wilson in bis anteelection speech .at Pitts- This plan is derided by our friends on the other side of the 

t hi rt sed aisle; it is declared by them to be impracticable and, in fact, 
burgh, when he was quoted :as saying tha: · s pa Y propo - impossible. WE; on our side, admit that it is no easy t.ask~ bnt 

Merely a ree-0nsidera1:Ion of the tariff schedules ·such as will adjust in the ;nresence of the thousands of millions -0f invested capital 
them to the ·actual business conditions a:nd interests -of the co~ntry. ~ b d 
Their 'desire is :not to check but to aid, not .t? embanass but to qm.cken. in thousands of thriving ciUes and villages all over our roa 

laud, in the face of the millions of prosperous wage earners 
in this tariff the Democratic !Party make a vigorous assault living under Am€rican conditions, with -opening American op-

on nearly -every industry 'in whi-ch my constituents aTe inter- portunities to .every child born within their homes, the oon
ested. Not alone granites and fr.eest-0nes, but all manufaetures tinuance .and maintenance of which conditions are so dear to 
of wood, all products of agriculture. of the farm . and of the every true American heart, so important and essential in every 
mill, all ,woolens ·and <lottons. they have either transferred the aspect of our nati-0nal life, we are willing, nay, we are eager, 
ar:ticle to the free ilist ouuight or have so reduced the rate of to essay the task, to make practical the impracticable and to 
duty as to admit ·and invite foreign competition on terms which accomplish th~ impossible. We ha~e faith in the ability of the 
put the American producer at a disti'I.liCt. disadvant~ge and eom- American people to master ultimately an admittedly involved, 
pels an immediate readjustment of cost m production or a final intricate~ and difficult problem. 
surrender ,of the enterpl'ise. To the brave, the strong, the masterful, there are n-0 innc-

Tbere is no eonSidera·ble cost reduction possible, except by a . cessible mountain tops, no unthl'eaded canyons, no impassable 
lowered wage scale~ and no -condition should be invited or per- · rivers, seas, or plains. The .end sought justifies and requires 
mitted, if prevent{l.bJe, tbe effect <Of which is to reduce any wage the best thought, the greatest care, unlimited industry, and the 
scale er lower the standard of living foT any American work- · highest eoura.ge. We on thi's side ot .the aisle turn from your 
man. The true -standard for all Americans in all particulars trembling., effeminate, disheartening ''You can not" to the 
is ·not cheapness but excellence. l'e.solute, strong, and resourceful "We will." {Applause Dn the 

The reason g'iv.en for this attack on the industries and .~ter- · Republican side.] 
prises of my constituents is that it will reduce the cost of llvmg; In the tariff seheme of the Republicans we would save the 
but it is not so to be accomplished. Recent experience in free ship, not scuttle it. We would conserve, not des·troy; we would 
hides and tree rubbei:, free coffee and teas, is illustrative of my not ·endanger even. No untrie-0 theory, however attractive, 
position. To lessen expense to the user of boards~ planks, and should be balanced against the welfare of the · Nation. It is 
other lumber is the ·explanation given for placing these articles still wiser to study markets rather than maxims. It is better to 
on the free list but it will not 'lessen the cost -Of a single board be sane .and safe than spectacular and dangerous. We will play 
or piank to tt.e' American consumer. A reduction -0f one-half of no game of hazard when the stakes are the happiness and pros
tlle mte in the tariff of 1'909 lessened no price to the consumer. perity of our people, the glory and grandeur of our beloved 

'The Canadian lumberman in no case got less than half of the country. {Lou-0 applause on the Republican side.] 
reduction; -in many cases he had all; in no case did the reduction Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
reach the consumer. .Already the alert Canadian lumberman from Massachusetts [Mr. WILDER]. 
in making his contracts for next yea.r's delivery ,is proYiding The CHAIR.MAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
that in e-vent of a reduction of tariff on any article .of wood in WILDER] is recognized. 
any process of manufacture he shall have the benefit by fill in- Mr. WILDER. Mr. Chairman, I propose to devote a few 
creased ,price for bis product, sometimes equal to the cut, and rninute.s only to lining up a few headings that I shall develop 
never less than a 50 per cent advance. The larger the deal the more at length in the RECORD. I do this for the reason that I 
laTger the Canadian's share in the tariff cut. It will not lower could not be expected to be given as much time as I would like 
in any part the cost to the consumer, but by the simple opera- in order to say what I have on my mind. I will make a few 
tion of the most ordinary law of economics it will transfer the ob:seTvations and then perhaps a few suggestions. 
wood manufacturing industry from the United States to Can- Mr. Chairman, r went through the panic of 2-0 years ago-or 
ada · will compel American invested capital to suffer large loss; into it-and while I supposed at the beginning of it I had a 
and 'mn throw out of .employment a large force of skilled em- competenee, I lost every dollar I had and was $125,000 in debt 
ployees who know no other craft than this. when I got through with it. It took 10 -of the best years of 

The people .of the United States still favor a protective tariff; my life to make my name good. I know something about · the 
they prefer pr-0sperity in America ; they enj.oy. and would pro- eonditions of 20 years ago, and I wish to speH k largely from 
mote and maintain our standards of living; they fawr in its matters of history and self-evident conclusions drawn therefrom. 
broadest and most beneficent sense the slogan of "America for We were told of the robbery and iniquity fostered by the tariff 
.Americans., .; they loye and would cherish the American home; to protect the rich and destroy the poor; we were shown the 
tb.ey have faith in the free school, in .the free church; they have glories of free trade of other nations, and if one will take the 
confidence in, respect, and reg:rtd for tqe manhood and the trouble to compare the sayings of the principal actors of 20 
womanhood which all these forces produce; they would maintain years ago with those of to-day the deadly parallel column 
the open :door from poverty to prosperity, the pathway from would make a moclem crematory look like 30 cents. '£rue, the 
ignomnce to knowledge. Under the economic system yet pre- conditions are different to-day, but the principle is the same; 
vailing has been secured the unparalleled general and genuine The b:ilance of trade has been running largely in our favor for 
happiness and pr.osperity of -our people. · many years. and onr financial sti·ength and wealth by far ex-

It is not a "Ch:mge of system but a readjustment of plans and eeeds that of 20 years ago, and we can bear more distress; yet 
meth~ds to suit .changed conditions which is desired by the the people on whom the burden will first fall must feel it just the 
.American citizen. The ultimate American consumer must be same. I shall show later bow dosely allied the tariff is with. 
assured of a fair price in the American market. Formerly the question of wages. There are exceptions. of course, and 
this was -Obtained by competition within the United States always will be so long as we are human. where the rule does 
among prnducers ~f the same class. Latterly this has been pre- not apply; yet all principles are inexorable, and we can not 
yentcd to a -considerable degree by monopolies which have defy them without paying any more than we can,defy the laws 
throttled internal competition. The Democratic antidote pre- of nature without suffering. 
seuted in House bill 3321 is to adjust the tariff so as to permit Mr. Chairman, so far as I can observe from the address of 
and invite competition from ::ibroad. without .any regard to the th-e President before the two Houses and from the· remarks of 
relative production .cost of the competing articles, and witn nq other speakers, the speeches that have been made here, as I havo. 
e1furt to proride any relief through tari.tr schedules to the already said, are very similar to those that were made 20 years 
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ago. We hope the result may not" be the same. I wish to point 
out in the President's address a few remarks that it seems to me 
ha:d be been as "well acquainted with the practical side of our 
industrial and economic system as he is with the theoretical side 
and the schoolroom and books he would not have made them. 
I wish to quote as a foundation for this remark something once 
said to me by the then leading chemist, Prof. Josiah ·P. Cooke, 
of Harvard Uni>ersity, when I was working with him to pro
duce a device which he very much desired for the laboratory. 
He stated: "I know what I want to accomplish, and you 1.-now 
how to accomplish it." He then gave me a little dis ertation or 
homily of what education consists in. He said that he had 
observed many times that the dunces in the classics were at the 
head of their classes in the laboratory, and vice -versa. He 
said be had written a little pamphlet, and ga>e me one, wherein 
he maintained that "education was the acquisition of useful 
units of knowledge," and although I am a member of the bar, 
and know a factory from alfalfa to zinthum, I wish to add my 
testimony to that of Prof. Cooke, that to know a factory is no 
less a science than to know the law; and, indeed, a man can 
make a far better bluff with the law, and in less time, than he 
can become a fine mechanic, say nothing about the intricacies 
of business and other kindred things. I am going to speak 
about these things from the knowledge of one who has had a 
wide and varied experience. Until I was 29 I spent my life in 
school, on the farm, in the mill, and as a merchant, and then 
manufacturing until I was 45, when I was admitted to the bar. 
I have traveled this country all over many times, have been 
to Europe on somewhat extended tours three times, and have 
been to Panama and other places with a view to educating 
myself in matters of human welfare, and I hope to call atten
tion to the facts related to and im·olved in this tariff discussion 
so that they will be simple and manifest. 

The President in his address spoke of the "duty laid upon 
the party now in power at the recent elections." President 
Wilson got less votes than William J. Bryan bad at two times 
when he was a candidate and by far less votes than Taft bad 
four years ago. He is President simply because of the dissen
sion in the Republican Party. The leaders of both minorities 
in the House are objecting most vehemently and pleading for 
their country ineffectively that this tariff bill shall not be 
enacted. The responsible leaders of a majority of the American 
electorate are doing eve·rything in their power to prevent the 
adoption of this bill. To talk about such "duty laid" is a 
mere travesty. The "burden carried" that Mr. President refers 
to must be the splendid prosperity of the past 16 years. The 
P.resident is apparently a joker. He asks that the " burden be 
lightened." Does he mean that if workingmen have less work 
it will "lighten their burdens"? Can it be the "radical altera
tions in the conditions of our economic life which the country 
has witnessed within the last generation" when the same talk 
was given us 20 years ago? 

We are all anxious to "square them with the actual facts." 
Theories look very beautiful to one who has not given his life 
in an effort to get the theories and facts together and found 
that in a last analysis he must square himself with life as he 
finds it instead of with fine-spun theories. "The law of nature" 
would demand that we put oursel-ves on a par with the 300,-
000,000 Chinese and other countries generally. The law of pru
dence demands that we take care of this country and make it 
the grandest in all the earth-that we make it a country of 
all nations, who can by their character and their disposition 
affiliate with our civilization, and those whom we refuse to 
receive should be the criminals, the insane, and those who by 
their heritage can not appreciate our institutions and the civll
ization of this country. The true test is whether the goods 
can or should be produced in this country, together with the 
facts, is there a substantial amount imported? The Pl"esi
dent would be surprised if he knew what a large proportion of 
the business of this country is absolutely free from trusts or 
" artificial arrangements," yet substantially all of it is to be 
slaughtered alike. The test seems to be whether or not the 
strongest can stand it, which practice would slaughter all the 
weak, which the Democratic Party professes to love and pro
tect. The President discredits himself and offends every true 
American when he uses these words: "And put our business 
men and producers under the stimulation of a constant neces
sity to be efficient, economical, and enterprising, masters of 
competitive supremacy, better workers and merchants than any 
in the world." They are all this to-day. The utter fallacy of . 
this thought bught to be apparent to everyone who thinks. 
The American manufacturer to-day excels the world. Now, if 
he is to leaim from his foreign brother how to compete, as the 
President suggests, the way is clear. He competes in every 
respect to-day, except in that the American workingman is 

better paid. The way is perfectly clear. To compete with the 
foreign manufacturer, reduce wages to a par of the foreign 
manufacturer; and, rightly analyzed, this is exactly ancl neces
sarily what the President's words portend. Tlle American's 
wits needs no whetting. A.gain, he suggests that the Americans 
are stupid. I resent the im1JUtation for my elf and for those 
Americans who may base been as studious and diligent and 
resourceful in their field of Americanism ns has been the Presi
dent in his. If the American must" "het his wits" so as to com
pete with the foreigner, as I ha>e said. before, he reduces the 
wages of American workingmen to the level of the foreigner. 
The wits the President speaks of become apparent in this way, 
and this way only. Correctly analyzed, his is a bid for the 
American manufacturer to reduce his wages to the level of 
other countries. He states it w-ould be unwise to move toward 
this headlong. 

Will some one tell us, if this bill is not clrastic and head
long, how they would go to work to make one so with wool from 
11 cents per pound to free, and so forth? What does he mean 
by a "chance to change "-go into some other business? Is he 
purposely going to destroy many lines of business? Ile states 
that we need the outlet and the enlarged field of enerO'y more 
than we ever did before. Why? Because he proposes to let in a 
flood of foreign-made goods? As a rule there is· no artificial 
stimulation except to pay American wages. He says he thinks 
the tariff should be adjusted as a matter of judgment exercised 
item by item. Has this been done, does he think, in a month's 
time? The American m~nufacturers and workmen of to-day 
are superior in their methods, skill, and ability to dare and do · 
to anything in the world; they can compete with anything in 
the world with the same wages, and this is the issue. 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gentleman from Alabama 
[l\lr. UNDERWOOD] in his principal speech drew a great deal of 
applause from his followers when he drew attention to the 
amount that the tariff had been reduced on the various sched
ules. Now, that reduction is supposed to reduce the cost of 
living or to reduce something. Who is going to pay it? Those 
who -usually pay these things, who are summed up in the word 
labor. Tl1e assumption is certainly made by this applause 
that something is to be lowered or some advantage is to be 
gained by the reduction of these tariff schedules. Now, I am 
as much in favor as anyone of reducing the rates on the tariff 
schedules to what I would call a competiti>e basis, namely, so 
that under all chedules not made exclusively in this country, 
where no tariff is needed, they shall be that low so that there is 
certain competition; indeed, I think I would make an automatic 
tariff, so that on such .goods as can be made in this country the 
rate would be lowered gradually until there was a reasonable 
amount of importation, perhaps 10 to 25 per cent, so that it 
might be known and realized that our American manufacturers 
were working as close as they could to a low chedule, and 
when it reached a larger amount than 25 per cent-or if these 
are not the right limits, fix the right limits-the tariff should 
be raised. American manufacturers are · perfectly willing to 
stand up to any reasonable competition and let the public pre
scribe the wage, but it is against all h·ue Americani m that the 
wage market, which is the fundamental of everything made, 
shall go into competition. The Republican Party is not in 
favor of its going into competition except among themselves. 
The Republican Party is not in favor of supporting the people 
of other countries abroad. If they want to haye our American 
wages, our American living, our American civilization, let them 
come to America with a view of becoming American citizens, 
and I belie-ve all men who come to this country and remain 
five years and make no move toward becoming American citi
zens should be subject to deportation, and I believe the aliens 
in this country should be limited in their privileges of citizen
ship wholly aside from the privilege of -voting. I have been 
reliably informed that less than 5 per cent of those taking part 
in the recent disgraceful affairs in Lawrence, Mass., were 
American citizens. Such a thing should be impossible with 
aliens. -

Ur. Chairman, the distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [l\1r. PALMER] spoke particularly of a few specialties 
like Disston saws and the Walk-O•er shoes, and then undertook 
to apply the tariff to these special trade-marked things. You 
can not do it. He should ha>e applied it to standard things 
like cotton and wool and low-vriced articles. If he was better 
acquainted perhaps with the details of manufacturing and knew 
how these things operate, I do not think he would have made 
that statement. Henry Disston & Son, in Philadelphia, I think 
is the oldest and largest manufacturer of saws in this coun
try, possibly in the world, and anyone ex11erienced in these 
lines knows that it takes a long time to de>elop a good saw. 
lt has more tricks than a cat has li>es. Furthermore, it will 
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not work perfectly unless it has perfect care. I began to file 
and set and handle saws when I was 13 years old, and I know 
what I am talking about, and it was tiresome to hear the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER] discuss and draw 
conclusive conclusions on a matt'er about which he apparently 
knew so little. There are few manufacturers but what will 
pay more for a Disston saw than any other saw made, for it 
has a mechanical and continuous activity that is important 
at every stage of its usefulness; if it is not right in the first 
place it is never right. The Walk-Over shoe is a common 
trade-marked, much-advertised specialty. A person buying 
this shoe pays substantially more for the same grade of shoe 
than they need to pay, but they obtain a certainty. 1t 
can not be ap-plied to cotton cloth, nor worsted nor woolen ; 
they have certain fixed standards which prnst be mastered by 
those handling them successfully, whereas a sawyer can not 
be expected to be an expert on ·saws, and if he learns to take 
care of them he does mighty wen. and in all factories of any 
size the man who u8es the saw does not keep it in order, but 
a specialist is appointed to do this work. Nails, structural 
iron and thousands of other things come into this field of 
standards, whereas one has only to think to recall specialties. 
Of course there is a field in between specialties and standards, 
but it is utterly confusing to use such illustrations in refer
ence to the tariff. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make the particulu statement, 
which I will develop later, that the question of tariff is a ques
tion of wages. I said a few years ago that it was largely 
wages, but directly and indirectly it is all wages. If you do 
not think it is, watch the development of it that I will give. 
Many speakers refer to the wage scale in any given product, 
then, after having set up their effigy, proceed to riddle it by 
showing that wages can only be affected to this extent, whereas, 
as a matter of fact, directly or indirectly, everything that comes 
into our hands is a question of wages. The so-called laboring 
man is wont to say that everything is produced by labor, hence 
everything belongs to labor This proposition is just near 
enough right to mislead as if it were wholly wrong. Let us 
use the term" workingman," for I think we have the assurance 
somewhere that a man who will not work neither shall he eat, 
and this country has no use for the idle poor or rich who are 
able to work. There are those who do not want to take the 
risk of business, for sometimes there are no earnings whatever; 
other times they are large, but when there are no earnings 
but losses the laborer gets his pay just the same, and right 
here I want to say on the whole the American manufacturer 
does not get moi:e than a fair return. Thousands of them 
never succeed at all. Some get gain by adopting questionable 
methods far beyond what is fair. This should be corrected 
so far as possible, but in order to do it the wheat should not 
be destroyed ; but even so, we heard of this way back some 
years ago when a certain old gentleman by the name of Laban 
cheated his nephew, whose name, if I remember rightly, was 
Jacob', on the question of "who's who" in wives. Later this 
said Jacob gentleman put up a scheme on the old man in ref
erence to what his, Jacob's, wage should be, and all of you 
who are acquainted with the Book in which the history of 
these proceedings is given will remember how the .young man 
tricked the old gentleman by an ingenious trade whereby the 
young man was to have all the " ring-streaked and spotted " of 
the flocks and the old gentleman was to have the standard 
goods only, and it became necessary after a while to send the 
young man away in order to prevent his becoming the possessor 
of all the flock. The story is well worth rereading in view 
of the terrific howl there is to-day as to some people getting 
more than their share. It is true, and always has been true, 
to some extent, but we should not harm the very ones we 
pretend we want to foster and save as the cbief objective of 
our beneficence. Now I will make one illustration. I think 
any of the others can be followed through from it. 

Take an ordinary steel jackknife. The ore in the ground is 
worth little or nothing; this will be equally true whether with 
a jackknife or steel bridge. The miners are paid for mining it; 
the railroads, or steamship companies, or both, for transporting 
it (more than half of all our transporting charges are paid out 
by the transportation company at once in wages) ; let us assume 
that it goes to the furnace where it is made into pig of some 
kind; next to the puddling furnace, and made into steel, and 
then to a rolling mill and made into sheets or beams. Al
though there is much detail and intricacy to these processes 
thus far in the production of ordinary Bessemer steel, and the 
higher ~rade ~teel like l\Iashel's, is produced by a much slower 
and much more expensive proce s, in both material and skill, 
in any e•ent w~ arrive at the raw material, and some of the 
glib talkers then start to make the jackknife, eliminating the 

fact that up to this point it is more certainly all workmanship 
than it is further on. We will then pass the jackknife factory 
without description and we have the completed article emerg
ing from the factory. There is probably not a man In tllls 
House who has a jackknife in his pocket that he did not pay 
more than twice as much for as the manufacturer received for it. 
I will make some remarks as to"where this difference goes later. 
Now, if this is made in this eountry more is paid for it ut every 
stage of the proceedings; that is, to the workmen in wages, re
gardless of whether the tools are the mining tools, transporta
tion company's tools, or in the furnace or factory; the tools, 
machinery, and buildings all cost to make according to the 
American standard; but you say some one gets a rake-off all 
along the line. Well, the work'man is worthy of his hire just 
the same whether he is traveling on the road with his goods, 
or digging in the office to get his trial balance, or is worrying 
about bow to meet the note due the next day, or is realizing the 
responsibility more or less that rests on his shoulders to keep 
his business successful for the families dependent upon it. But 
you say: "Yes, but these fellows build them a }lice house every 
once in a while." True; who gets the money when they build 
them a nice house; does not the workman? But you say · 
"Yes, but he invests in railroad bonds and other things." but 
who gets the money; are not more railroads built and is not 
more money distributed? We are driven to the final con
clusion that it is all work, save only the possible certainty, i1 
you please, that it is not fairly distributed; but the question of 
distribution is not my chief objection now, because no one can 
buy anything with an empty pocketbook; they may be able to 
buy on credit, but they can not buy anything for cash if they 
have no cash, regardless of the price; and while you may hin
der a man by reducing his wages you destroy him most by im
porting what be has been making. The reduction of wages is 
a partial loss; importation is a total loss because it is all work. 
Here are thoughts enough which if one will follow them out 
closely he will be surprised at the certainty of b·uth in my 
original statement. Much more might be said on this subject, 
but those not acquainted with this exposition can think any
thing else out that they want to, with this information before 
them. 

Mr. Chairman, I said I would say something more about the 
difference between what the consumer pays and what the pro
ducer gets. It has been shown, and we have all seen the figures, 
that we are paying more than twice as much for our farm pro
duce as the farmer receives. If it has not been said before, I 
will say that we also pay more than twice as much on the av
erage for our manufactured goods as the original producer re
cei>es, but the rule must be taken generally as an average, and 
where it is less in one case it is enough more in another to 
balance. Now, if our method of distribution could be reduced to 
a reasonable sum the consumer's price would be fairly satis
factory. It would seem as if 25 per cent of the consumer's 
price ought to pay for the distribution. This would make an 
item costing 75 cents from the producer sell to the consumer for 
a dollar, whereas the average of items for which the producer 
receives 75 cents is sold to the consumer for $1.50, and often 
much more. If the producer could sell direct to the consumer 
this would be facilitated, but we must not forget, in order to do 
this. much of the high cost of living is fastidious taste. And, 
besides, we are not satisfied with the living which our fore
fathers had. The poor people to-day have a living far beyond 
what I had when I was 10 years of age, and I was not dis-
tressed in the least. I saw a woman come into the House Office 
Building only a few days ago, and there was a slight indication 
that she was here for a purpose, and I queried to myself, What 
can she be doing here? She had on a fine new silk hat. good 
enough for anyone, dressed well, and to my surprise she went 
into the cleaning room and after a while emerged to scrub up 
the floors in the House Office Building. I have used these illus
trations almost wholly for the purpose not of deprecating the 
good living people have to-day, still less the plenty of work, but 
simply for the purpose of showing that the complaint would be 
largely removed if we could get the product from the factory to 
the consumer o reasonable terms, but the merchants and mid
dlemen are not wholly to blame. People all over are buying 
goods far beyonj even what is good for them. A skilled phy
sician told me a short time ago that no person after reaching the 
age of 50 years should eat heavy meat. If we were arbitrarily by 
some force put upon the diet that was best for us, the high cost 
of living would be gone, but we have gotten into a habit of 
everybody kicking everybody else instead of doing their own 
part. I know this is not the popular way to state it, but it is 
the true way, and anyone who will honestly stop to think will 
admit it. There are exceptions, of course, bnt this is the rule. 
There was no time ever in this country when a person, by the 
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~n.rne prudence, thrift, and frugality, could lay aside so large a 
portion of his income as can be done to-day. 

l'Ur. Chairman, there is another point in the bill about which 
there should be more explanation, namely, the 5 per cent allowed 
on goods imported in American bottoms. A premium should 
not be paid, l\lr. Chairman, on imports. We should discourage 
imports. The premium should be paid on exports. Further
more, is it for the poor man or the rich man that this 5 per 
cent is being allowed? The poor man sometimes owns a dory 
or something of that sort, but he never owns ships. Tlle 5 per 
cent is given to rich men. Ten times the blessing would come 
to this country if we offered a bounty paid on exports, regard
less of whose ships they were carried in. Anyone can under
stand this import-export business if he applies it to his own 
transactions. Anyone knows if his income is a thousand dol
lars a year and his outgo or living expenses twelve hundred 
dollars he is running in debt at the rate of two hundred 
dollars a year. On the other hand, if his income is a thousand 
dollars a year and his outgo eight hundred, he is gaining 
somewhere at the rate of two hundred dollars a year. In other 
words, the balance of trade is in his favor. A merchant or 
manufacturer knows if his pay roll, expenses, and living are 
$5,000 more than his sales, and the stock keeps about the same, 
he is running behind at the rate of $5,000 a year, and it is ex
actly the same with this country. Americans spend abroad, in 
the first place, and aliens take abroad, likely; well up to 
$200,000,000 a year, perhaps· more. Hence, to keep ourselves 
square with the world we must export by this amount more 
than we import, else we are running behind as a country; and 
the aim should be not to increase our imports, as previously 
stated, but to keep them as small as possible and increase our 
exports, that the balance of trade may be as largely in our 
favor as possible. In other words, that the country's favorable 
balance of trade may be as large as possible. 

Mr. Chairman, again, if you want to reduce the tariff, why 
take the lowest class of wage earners, those employed in the 
woolen and cotton mills? The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
BUCHANAN] a year ago asked me to admit that the average 
wage of the people in some of those mills was $5.25 a week. 
Well, if he thinks so, why attack them? They are the poorest 
class of laborers we have. I should think they might have been 
spared. 

l\lr. Chairman, I want to make a few further remarks about 
the various reasons for tariff. By tariff I do not mean a pro
hibitive tariff; that is a misnomer; no tariff should be pi·ohibi
tive except it is something that, for sufficient reasons, we want 
to keep out of the counh·y altogether; but there are five im
portant functions of the tariff-" free trade," "tariff for rev
enue" (American wages for American workmen, commonly 
ca lled), "protection," "trade balance," and "reciprocity." We 
will assume, to bring it within the Constitution, that the prin
cipal element all the way through is for revenue, but it seems 
to me utter folly to hinge it altogether on this feature. Some 
men select a wife because she is beautiful, others because she 
is rich, again because she may be in fine society, others be
cause she may have a graceful form, but as a matter of fact it 
is constitutional that she be a woman, and these other graces 
are all-important and should properly be considered, but no 
one of them prevailing. Free trade as talked more or less by 
the Democratic Party is merely imprudence, if not recklessness. 
In the first pJace, it is not free trade anyway; it is giving our 
markets to others regardless of whether or not they give their 
markets to us. It is our business to care for the great trust 
that Almighty God has put upon us in disclosing to us the mani
fest destiny of this country, and He expects us to do it in a 
businesslike way, and He does not expect us to throw away our 
heritage, but to use it with a fair, honorable, and high purpose. 
We may give our markets to those who give their markets to 
us. Thi is reciprocity, however; or our markets on certain 
things for markets on certain other things. The free list should 
be composed of articles that will facilitate our well-being. A 
tariff for revenue only is purely mercenary. The tariff should 
raise as much money as possible commensurate with other be
neficent results. THE MUCH-MOOTED DOCTRINE OF PROTECTION, 
WHICH I PREFER TO CALL THE WORKMAN, IS NOT ONLY PROPER 
BUT THE ONLY METHOD WE HAVE OF CONTROLLING THE BALANCE 
OF TR.ADE A -D THE WORKMAN'S SCALE OF WAGES, AND THE WORK
MEN SHOULD NOT OVERLOOK . FOR A MOMENT THAT THE MAN WHO 
IlAS THE MOST CA LIVE THE LONGEST IN DULL OR DISASTROUS 
TIM.ES; AND IT IS THE WORKMAN WHO OUGHT TO BE MOST CON
SIDERED, AND IN ACCORD.\.NCE WITH THEIR NEED OR INABILITY, AND 
IT IS MERELY A QUES'ffON OF ADJUSTMENT SO THAT WE MAY PAY 
AMERICAN WAGES. IT IS NOT A QUESTION AT ALL OF WITS. THE 
AMERICAN WORKMAN KNOWS HE IS THE EQUAL, IF NOT THE SU; 
PERIOR, OF ANY .WORKMAN ON EARTH, BUT HE DOES NOT WANT TO 
WORK FOR THE SAME WAGES, AND THIS IS WHAT THE TARIFF MEANS 

TO HIM, AND HE WILL FIND IT OUT SOONER OR LATER THAT A LOWER 
TA.RI.FF MEANS IF IT LOWERS THE PRICE OF GOODS .AT ALL THAT IT 
COMES OUT OF HIM. 

The balance of trade should always be considered. For this 
country to prosper we must always sell more goods, with what 
American and aliens take abroad, than we buy from abroad. 
It is wondered many- times how England gets along with such 
a large free-trade or free-market system, but England has 
thousands of millions of dollars invested abroad, which brings 
in hundreds of millions every year in interest or income, and 
she draws a littl~ from every corner of the earth. We draw 
little from investments abroad. Reciprocity is a feature that 
should always be . consfdered to foster interchange of trade. 
Even though we may make the tariff irselves arbitrarily, it 
shonld be taken into consideration what tariff can be levied 
on this particular arncle or that particular article with a view 
to inducing the largest possible· return of trade from any given 
_country. . 

Mr. Chairman, finally, I want to call attention to this funda
mental principle: All enterprise, all business activity in this 
country, is a distribution of wealth at home. All importation is 
a distribution of substance abroad. The distribution of wealth 
at home may be unfairly made-and by wealth I mean that 
which is current, our present activity and wages. By sub
stance I mean that which we have accumulated, for we must 
first have before we can buy abroad. Our proposition is not 
to support the workmen across the water by importation. If they 
value our civilization, they must come over here. Reducing th~ 
tariff is going to do one of two things. If it reduces the cost of 
our purchases, it must come out of some one-that doe not 
mean sharpening our wits, but that the wage must be reduced
or if we are to reduce by importation, the whole wage is gone. 
You must choose between these things. 

Mr. Chairman, the third Massachusetts district, which I have 
the honor to represent, has as wide a range of manufacture as 
any in the country. I have counseled with many expert manu
facturers in various lines and have weighed very carefuJly wha t 
I have said, and have used much of this expert information 
in addition to my own practical knowledge, and I nm sorry that 
I can not quote at length from such valuable sources, but hnve 
mentioned such affairs which are largely elemental and inevit a
ble and which can not be changed on either side of the a isle. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. MORGAN of Louisiana. l\Ir. Chairman, I trust I wm 
not be considered unduly officious if I undertake to utter n few 
commonplace observations in defense of the sugar industry jnst 
before you expunge it from the roll of existing American 
industries. 

With the eloquence of a Demosthenes we have been informed 
by Members of this House that the people demand a rednction 
in the cost of living. I sincerely hope that each and m·ery 
Member of this Hom~e will bear in mind at the same time the 
duty he owes to the public, with whose prosperity he has been 
in trusted. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been also importuned by a wise c:m
stituency to exert my best efforts to reduce the cost of liYing. 
However, that same constituency, in the same breath, philo
sophically instructed me to conh·avene and oppose in my humble 
way every and any attempt on the part of this Rouse to imperil 
or improvidently destroy any legitimate business. Now, I will 
make this prefatory statement that I am aware of the fact that 
it is declared to be a :fundamental principle of the Democr:1tic 
Party that the Federal Government has no right or autl10rity 
under the Constitution to levy tariff duties except for the pur
pose of tevenue. This is a Jeffersonian principle and in ac
cordance with the principles of true D~mocracy, been.use true 
Democracy demands the grentest good to the greatest number . 
.Mr. Chairman, under Republican rule the moneyed people
the great manufacturing industries of this :Nation-have rea ped 
enormous profits at the expen e of the masses of the people. 
Much of these duties were pnid by the poorer cl asses on the 
necessaries of life, and · by the farmer on tools and machinery 
that are sold in a :foreign market at a Jess cost than at home 
where they are manufactured, and this charge falls hen vily on 
the State of Louisiana, which is es entially an agricultural State. 
I believe in the policies and the traditions of the Democratic 
Party, and I unhesitatingly say that a duty on sugar is in 
accordance with the principles laid down in the Democratic 
platform. Furthermore. I belie...-e that a s tlle farmer is tnxed 
heavily for tools and macllinery, it is fitting and pro11er that 
he should be in some slight manner safegnarcled in the prod11ct 
of bis toil, especially when this can be done without violating 
any of the doctrines of Democracy. 

Protection for the sake of protection. of course, is untenable, 
but I do not ask for a protectiYe tariff, but, on the contrary, 
for the imposition of a reyenue duty. It is conceded that the 

. 
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Democra.tic Party· believes in imposing tariff for revenue, and 
surely no free-trade theorist dare undertake to refute that . 
sugar is an ideal revenue producer. It is preeminently the 
best subject upon which to lay a revenue duty. It directly con
veys to the coffers of the United States Treasury approximately 
$53,000,000 per annum, which sum is used to defray and meet 
the expenses of the General Government. One-sixth of the en
tire revenue collected by'the United States Government on im
ports is derived from sugar; and sugar to-day is the cheapest 
necessity ·of life produced by the American people. Yet, under 
the assumption that we are legislating for the good of mankind 
in general, we single out this great and unrivaled revenue
producing industry for the guillotine, unconsciously at the be
hest of the Sugar Trust. The belief that pervades this country 
to-day-that is, that sugar should be placed on the free list
is attributable solely and alone to the activities of the Sugar 
Trust. It precipitated the fight. It has disseminated this be
lief. Why? Surely not for philanthropic reasons; not for the 
benefit of down-trodden humanity. No; this cold, calculating, 
and grasping combination would never do anything that even 
tended to safeguard the ·interests of the people. An assertion 
to the contrary would provoke a smile from the lips of an 
Egypt ian rn'ummy. When the storm of this battle subsides and 
the smoke disappears in the distance you will observe its fine 
Italian band. 

Men have died from time to time and worms have eaten them, but 
not for love. 

The Sugar Trust is about to destroy the domestic sugar in
dustry. J,mt not for love of the American people. The question, 
then, naturally arises, Why? For the reason that the domestic 
sugar sells in competition to the trust-produced ?-rticle.' It is 
the domestic sugar that has kept down the prices of sugar, and 
tll .1 verity and correctness of this statement will come home to 
you before many more moons and strike conviction deep down 
into the breast of the American people. The Sugar T1'ust will 
dump free raw sugar on American soil immediately after this 
bill is enacted into law :md force down the prices of sugar until 
it accomplishes the destruction of the domestic sugar industry; 
tlleu it will arbitrarily fix the price of sugar for the American 
consumers. When this time comes you will be reluctantly 
.forced to stand before the American people and say to them 
thnt " I have again erred, and, distressing as it is to admit it. 
not on tht: side of the·people." It is inconceivable tome how any
.one can seriously urge that the destruction of the domestic 
sugar industry will cheapen sugar. In the summer of 1911, when 
it became palpabJy obvious that there would be a shortage in 
tlle world's suga r crop, the American refiners were compelled 
to pay a shade more for raw sugar. However, was there -a 
corresponding increase in the price of refined sugar? No; the 
American Sugar Refining Co. advanced the price of refined 
sugar from $4.DO in July to $6.50 in October. The Federal 
Sugar Refining Co.· increased the price of its product to $7.25 
and the Arbuckle Bros. to $7.50. 

In October, when the domestic beet sugar was put on th~ mar
ket at $6.50, it became imperatively necessary for the refiners to 
lower their prices or transitorily retire from the market. Con
sequently, in December the same year, the prices had dropped 
to $5.53. . 

Wallace P. Willett, the sugar expert of Willett & Gray, stated 
before the Hardwick committee that if it had not been for the 
marketing of the sugar-beet product the price of sugar iu 
America would ha>e gone higher than ever before. 1\Ir. Willett 
said in part before the committee: 

The moment our American beet-sugar product became available on the 
market the rise stopped, and owing entirely and totally to thls Ameri
can production refined sugars were 1~ cents lower than they were at 
the highest point. But for that American production we to-day would 
be buying sugar at the world's prices. 

Therefore 1t is evident to those whose comprehension has not 
been dulled and warped by prejudice that the refiners had a 
monopoly of the business and availed themselves thereof by 
arbitrarily augmenting the price of their product until the do
mestic crop invaded the market. If it had not been for the 
marketing of the American production these humanitarians 
.would have extorted untold millions from the American people. 

The domestic sugar therefore minimizes the pro.fits of the 
great refining companies of the United States. Hence its home 
production inures to the benefit of the consuming public. To 
maintain a duty on raw sugar stimulates and ·encourages the 
development thereof; and thereby pre>ents the refiners from 
securing a monopoly of the market. 

·we are told that free sugar will cheapen that commodity, the 
wisdom of which can only be determined in a measure by a 
comparison of the prices that prevail in the United States with 
the prices which obtained in foreign countries. Now, in Ger
many the retail price of sugar is higher than it is in the United 
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Sta.tes; Russia likewise; Brazil, the pi'ices -are higher; British 
India, the largest producer of cane sugar in the world, the 
price is simvly a shade under the price in this country; Argen~ 
tina doubles the price in the United States. In brief, the price 
of sugar in this country is lower than any other in the world 
.except England, Belgium, Sweden, Denmark, and Turkey. Yet 
we are· determined to place the ban on the domestic sugar indus
try. In Sweden, Japan, Brazil, and Union of South Africa 
import duties are laid upon sugar primarily to encourage the 
industry, incidentally for the purpose of revenue. In Russia, 
Spain, Italy, Canada, and Denmark a protective tariff is imposed 
on imported sugar to foster and stimulate home production. 

Foreign competition will not affect to any perceptible extent 
the sugar trade, because of the proximity of the Cuban sugar 
plantations, in which the refiners are so deeply interested. 
European competition, on account of the ocean freight, will be 
a negligible quantity, unless it is bolstered up by bounties, and 
this is ·unlikely, nay, impossible, in the face of the Brussels 
agreement. In other words,- we are going to be left to the 
tender mercies of the American Sugar Refining Co., the Federal 
Sugar Refining Co., and the Arbuckle Bros. 

We are clamoring for free s~gar, which we candidly admit 
will destroy that industry, yet we write in to the platform · of 
the Baltimore convention "that we will enact no legislation 
that will injure or destroy any legitimate industry." Why 
did you embody that declaration in the Democratic platform? 
That sentence is as clear and as lucid as the English language 
is capable of making any sentence. There is nothing ambiguous, 
equivocal, or uncertain about it. No one can intelligently 
distort its meaning or justify any misinterpretation thereof. 
We are told to-day that it does not mean wqat it clearly enun
ciates. We are politely and graciously informed that we are 
laboring under a delusion. It seems to me that it is inadvisabl~ 
for us to go to equivocating, quibbling, or hairsplitting in our 
dealings with the American people. That significant ·sentence 
was incorporated into our platform for a purpose, and well 
indeed has it served its purpose. That plank in our platform, 
more than any other one, assisted in returuiug, after two 
decades, a Democratic President and a Democratic Senate, ancl 
now we a re expected, I presume, to go back to our districts 
and say to our constituents, "You poor benighted souls, yon 
have undertaken to interpret that which was written by the 
band of a strategist." Congressmen on this floor representing 
doubtful districts, I venture to say, ha\e many times since the 
last election said of that clause, " Thou wert my guide, philos-
opher, and .friend." . 

Mr. Chairman, we are reminded that we are engaged in a 
"hothotlse industry," and are excoriated and ridiculed for at
tempting to make sugar in a temperate zone. We are also 
informed that cane is a tropical plant, and many other illumi
nating remarks of the same tenor. 

It is charged that we are engaged in an economically illegiti
mate industry. However, those who undertake to denounce 
our industry and brand it as illegitimate, tactfully concede that 
the _manufacturers of woolen goods are unable to subsist wjth· 
out a little incidental protection. 

Those of you who believe in free trade may extract and 
glean from declamations of this character .satisfaction enough 
to justify your own judgment in voting for free sugar. How
ever, let me tarry you on your mad ~nd reckless rush to destroy 
this great industry just long enough to say to you that the 
people who are engaged in this alleged " hothouse industry " 
are directly responsible for the-cheap sugar that the Ameriean 
people consume to-day, and this you can not successfully gain
say. The ingenuity, skill, intelligence, and brains of the 
Louisiana producers of sugar have girnn to the world more 
impro>ed and modern machinery than all other persons therein 
engaged. It is alone this machinery that has enabled the pro
ducers of sugar to cheapen it, and now you satirically say to 
him that you must abandon your " hothouse industry "; hurl 
to the four winds of the earth a hundred and fifty million dol
lars therein invested; and throw out of employment thousands 
of men, women, and children depending thereon for their liveli
hood; and then you will go ·before the American people and ap
pear in the role of a phila'nthropist. ' Firmly do I believe that
Barnum knew whereof he spoke when he said the Ameri~an 
people wish to be fooled. 

Girn the Louisiana sugar industry an additional resp.ite and 
before many years it will ha rn strength to stand alone. When 
that time comes it will be able to compete in the open market 
and we may not reproach ourselves with haying killed it by the 
application of a principle that, however wise in its general 
application, would be prematurely applied in this instance. 
There is no iron-bound policy that can be applied to every con
dition with equal benefit. Of course, you who recoil from the 
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mere mentioning of sugar as you would from a Iei)er will dn .a M.r. Cha,irman~ leg.i.slation of this character, m my judgment 
tragic manner · vocif.erously decla,re that that "hothouse ind us- is inspked by a misconception of the wishes and needs <>f ~ 
try" has been fostered by the Ameri.can Government for a hun- people. Instead of stimulating industrial dev.elopment, it seems 
dred years. That is very eoneet, and I desire to remind yon . that we are determined to d-0 all we-can to sti:fie it. 
that in 1870 the cost of production was from 12 to 13 cents per . We axe wri~g info this bill the oQhituary notice of the sugar 
pound. Now it costs less than 3i cents. Suppose the Ways and mdustry-placmg the heavy hand of -Oppression thereon-and 
Means Committee had then placed sugar on the free list~ our work will, beyond .the _peradventure oi' a doubt, rnure to the 
placed it on .a eompetitive basis-do you beUeve for one second benefit of one -0f the most unoonscion.able trusts under the blue 
that you would buy sugar to-day on Pennsylvania Avenue for canopy of heaven, the Wall Street refiners. 1 

5 cents per pound? A duty has been laid upon sugar since the We are proeeeding on the asBlllilption that when we r.em-ove 
organiz.atio.a of .~e Go;vernment under both Demo~atie and and relegate to the past a duty on sugar we, in consequence 
R~publican a.dministra~ns. ~t has always occu~ed a . con- 1 th-ereof, strike .at the very vitals of the Stigar T:rust. It is my 
sp1cuous place ?D the duti::ble list. Every Dem?cratie Presid7nt belief that we are groping in tbe dark, and U will not require 
that has occup1~d the White Hous~ has recogn~ed that an im- an -oracle to bring our errors to light. The advocacy of tree 
port duty on this product was eqmtaple and fair, not alone to sugar by the Sugar Trust is per se sufficient to indicate to me 
the prod-?cer, but also to the consumer. N?w, .if we are averse the path that I should follow. These effervescent proponents o.f 
to travcl~g along beaten paths that exper.1ence and time have ~e sugar are sinking their knives deep into the vitals of this 
demonstiated to . be necessary to industrial devel<?p.ment, we · mdustry, but after its sepulchral rest they will be ealled upon 
should at least diverge therefrom gradually and rationally. . to explain to an inquiring and not altogether gullible constitu-

John C. Calhoun not -only voted f?r a high duty on .sngar, .but . ency the cause of high sugar. 
furtherr_nor~ sta~ed that the Government should encourage its The State of Louisiana has ·stood by the Democratic Party, 
production m ~Is country. with .a fidelity rarely ever surpassed or excelled. .she has al-

. John G. Cru:lisle, once _Speaker of .the Honse and Secre~ry-0f ways given to the Democratic Party her electoral votes with 
the Treasury m the <?ibmet of President Cleveland, speaking of one exception; sent throughout the country speakers in every 
the duty on sugar, said, 1n pa.rt: presidential campaign to espouse and advocate the principles 

The repeal of this duty, theretore, whUe it would undoubtedly reduce of Dem<>craey~ an1l has regularly eontributed to the cause large 
~itir~1~n~;u~o~~t a:i~d v£!1a~~i:A~lb~~h~ r~~~alle~f~u\i~0:J:>~i:~~ sum~ of money to help defray the expenses incident to presi-
other articles tn common use. . de.ntial campaigns. Now, its first official act is unquestionably 

A more pregnant truth has n-ot been uttered since that day ~alcnlated to te~porarily impoverish the State whose loyaltYi 
on this all-important .question. The conditions which then ob- . it ·courted and enJoyed. 
tained .are still extant. For yBars yellow fever disastrously militated against the de-

Therefore, as you readiiy observe, -that the frienCily attitude velopment .and growth of our Stat-e, yet we fought it with a 
of Congress after Congress has led our people to conclude that determination never equale~ by the human 1.·ace and, finally, 
an import duty on sugar was an underlying and basic economic 1 o~ eff.orts were cr-o~.ed with suceess-yellow fever was con
princi'ple in the scheme of our Government. Hence our people signed ~ eternal oblivion .• Then we enjoyed several years of 
year after year enlarged and extended the scope of this great prosperity; that is, up until 1908, when the boll weevil invaded 
industry. They have bought expensive mills and machinery our St-:ite ~d the ravages wrought by that destruetive and 
requiring an enormous outlay of capjtal. dcleter1ous msect resulted in destroying practically the entire 

Yet, in spite of these faets, in the twinkle of an eye, without .cotton .crop, and in a measure pauperizing certain sections of 
rhyme -0r reason, you seek to destroy an industry and convert the State. No_w:, while we were engaged in making heroie 
the machinery thereof mto wo.rthless junk after our people ~or~s ~o :ehab1litate -ourselves, the flood waters -0f the historic 
have engaged in this industry for lo these many years under MlsSiss1pp1 poured in and devastated and swept everything be
t.he hope and inducements held out to 'them by both of the great fore it. Individual for~unes w:ere destroyed and our people 
political parties. Now, I respectfully assert that no fair or left homeless, with famme starmg them 1n the face. But we 
unprejudiced mind can with justice to itself countenance or met, fought, an"! -controlled, with the assist.ance of an Almighty, 
approve this attack within o own citadel. In my judgment God, ~calamity, as we fought and sub3ugated other appar
it is eo11trary to every principle of justice, reason, a.nd fair ently msurm?u:ntable obstaeles that have been thrown across 
dealing, repugnant to the true spirit of the Democrati:e plat- o~ path 1n life.. . 
form, and in utter disregard of the policy enunciated t<>-day by And. now, while my people are earnestly struggling to re-
our party. .es~blish themselves, but still staggering and quivering under 

I wish to say that lt is at least impolitic to foster and -safe- this last catastrophe, the party which Louisiana has stood by 
guard -an industry to-day under any pretext and improvidently and. supported, as I ~ave said, with unfaltering allegiance, has 
forsab..-e it to-morrow. Such an unst~ady, unstable, and shifting agam assumed the rems of go~ernment, and it at once, without 
poUcy may be productive -0f very calamit<>us results. Without ceremony or qualms of conscience, proceeds to deal the State 
madness, pique, or spleen I admonish you to calmly consider a bl-0w below the belt o~er .which our p~rty seemingly gloats,, 
the danger that lurks in such methods. and we.are €Xpec~ed to sit silently by while one of our greatest 

I may be injuring my standing with my party and tnduee a mdustries is sacrificed on the altar of a misapplied policy. 
score or more of Democrats to question my party fealt;y. I Now, I gratuitously. mention these facts; however, mistake 
will say, h<>wever, not in a spirit of egotism, that I may be · me not. _I run _not asking nor do I intend ~o appeal to yon fo.: 
espousing the principles of demoeraey long after some of my any consideration -Of sympathy o~ humamty. I put my plea 
critics may be reluctantly forced to a.crept the ineffable sweet- for a revenue duty not upon se:itimental grounds. I desire to 
ness of private life by reason of their political cowardice. Bnt stand or fall by the Democratic platform and the policy re
be that as it may, I intend to represent the best interests of my cently enunciated by our leaders. It seems to me that you 
district. I am here to endeavor to foster and encourage the refuse to impose a revenue duty on.su_gar, whieh will not inju
growth and development of Us rescmrces. Henee I will not riously _affect, b~ o~ the contrary :Will mure to the benefit ?f the 
remain silent as the grave when there is an obvious attempt to consunn~g public, Sllllply because. m Y?ur judgment you think it 
-enact into a law a bill that provides 1'or the destruction and t.he may incidentally benefit an AmerlC1lll mdustry. In other words, 
wiping oat of one of the chief industries of my State upon the we appeal for even-handed justice. 
continuation of which the welfare and prosperity of my people Our party has announced to the world that it believes in a 
largely depend. The irresistible effects ·of this proposed bill ta.riff for re enue .and this revenue to be collected solely from . 
would be worse than the ravages -of the .boll weevil and the the imposition ef tariff -duties -0n luxuries. Away with such 

1 

devastation wrought by the flood waters of the mighty Missis- sophistry. A perfunctory analysis -0f this proposed bill will 
sippi. Therefore wei-e I to give my -vote to its passage I would eempel anyone who is open to eonviction to admit that we are ' 
be derelict to the highest duty of citizenship~ throwing the strong arms -of protection around some -colossal 

Now, I I>resume that every Member n.dvoca:tes that ·which he -00mbinations under the guise of coll"Ccting revenue, when in 
conreives to be to the best interest of his country with a sin- truth and in fact they yield no revenue. " Consistency, thou 

1 

cer~ty as deep as ever permeated the human breast. If there -art a jewel." 
is anyone who does not he should 'be relegated to private life Wby was crnde rubber and raw silk -placed on the free ]jstl 
for the -good of his country. Both are ideal articles on which to lay a revenue duty. No 

I am averse to and dep1-ecate any effort on the part of any one would be so unfair to himself a-s to affirm that sheep and 
Member of this House to impugn the motives of his colleague. cattle ·are not necessarie-s of life. l\Ieat is the food that puts 
I am going to vote the views of my -constituency, and in doing · the red corpuscles in the Ye1ns and brings the blush of health 
so r will transgress no card.i!rn.l principle of democracy, ·violate ·to the cheeks of our chl1dre.n; therefore should be found on the 
no part or provision .of the Democratic platform, nor deviate table of the poor as we.ll as the rich. Howe\er, we disco'\"cl' 
one jot from the policy unde-i· which we are presumably p-ro- that both sheep and cattle appear on the dutiab'le list. Why! 
ceeding. -certainly not for the purpose of revenue, for the revenue col-
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lected from this somce is too infinitesimally small to even 
mention. Now, they produce no revenue and are necessa1ies 
of life, yet they both appear on the dutiable list. How in 
Heaven's name can our party justify its position or its shifting 
policies before the American people? Where is the Solomon 
who can rationally vindicate the actions of our party? We 
again find raw wool on the f1~e list. This, we are informed, 
. will destroy the industry. But, on the other hand, we find 
woolen goods on the dutiable list, presumably for the purpose 
of revenue. Of course, this will afford manufacturers, inad
vertently, incidental protection. This incidental protection will 
enable them to compel the "people" we hear so much about 
these days to pay mor0 for their clothes. How are you going 
to reconcile your tariff-protected articles with your treatment 
of the wool, sugar, and other necessaries of life, I am at a 
loss to conjecture. However, I do admit that these items have 
been defended with marvelous dexterity; but sometimes elo· 
quence, ingenuity, and even persuasion fail. 

Some of the Members of this body wilen they speak of the 
farmer exhibit strong signs of emotion. During these elo
quent and Uluminating dissertations we are carried beyond the 
thoughts of the farmer into admiration for achh:vement in ora
tory. But this buncombe serves no good purpose, as it brings 
the farmer nothing of a tangible or substantial nature. He 
needs, and demands, results. We frankly admit that he is the 
backbone and taproot of this Nation. The Nation's prosperity 
depends primarily on the prosperity of the agriculturist, and 
we assure him, before election, that we will be found in the front 
ranks with those battling for the advancement and development 
of the agricultural interests of this country; in brief, that we 
will favor any legislation that will inure to the benefit of the 
rural population. Yet as soon as. we become a Member of this 
great lawmaking body, in our great anxiety to evidence our grate· 
ful appreciation of his worth, we put on the free list the product 
of his honest toil and industry, and the tools and machinery with
out which he could do nothing are placed on the dutiable list. 
A sentence of condemnation is going to be placed on our duplicity, 
and there is no escape from it. 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. FREAR]. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I hail from the State of Wis
consin, and my one reason for speaking briefly is to make a 

' comparison of Wisconsin with Alabama in a certain respect. 
Both States have practically the same population. Wisconsin 
has fom times as many manufactures, according to the census 
report, as Alabama; but I do not ca.re to refer to that feature 
of it. I wish to ask a question that is asked by the people of 
my State with reference to the tariff bill, regarding the com
parative showing made by two States as. to the effect of the !Jill. 

It does not require. any profound knowledge of tariff making 
to say with the voice of prophecy that if this bill gives relief 
from present tariff injustice and meets the promlses of its con
fident supporters, then in this country we may throw away 
rules and methods sacredly accepted by lawmakers since our Gov
ernment was founded; rules of conduct which to-day are guid
ing other counh·ies of the world ; and henceforth we must de
pend upon the spirit of infallible personal genius to steer our 
craft over industrial seas that bristle with commercial derelicts, 
sunken icebergs, and hidden rocks. 

I speak briefly from the standpoint of a new Member, who con
fesses unfamiliarity· with tariff schedules or with conditions that 
should be fully known before intelligent individual action can 
be had on this tariff bill. No apology is offered for lack of 
knowledge, because approximately one-third the membership of 
this House is composed of first-term Congr<~s men, none of whom, 
it is safe to say, has any definite knowledge concerning the 
justice or fairness of all proposed schedules contained in the 
bill on which we are to Yote. 

Older Members advise me that tariff legislation involveR much 
detail and expert knowledge; that less than a score of Members 
have any intelligent conception of all the schedules proposed in 
this,bill, of the reasons on which they are based, or of the ulti
mate effect on the country of innumerable changes to be wrought 
in existing law. 

If, then, more than 400 Members are unable to vote intelli
gently on all the schedules, how are we at this time to prede
termine the effect of the bill upon the country? A.re we to ac-

. cept a revolutionary experiment in taPiff legislation through a 
bill reported by the committee to the House practically as in
troduced a few clays ago-a bill of 218 pages, containing many 
thousands of items-without any testimony on which to justify 
our Yotes? Who prepared the bill, and when or where were 
these schedules determined? What public or private hearings 
have been had in support of a measure that arbih·arily slashes 
tariff rates and places hundreds of commodities on the free list? 

Pride of authorship goes with this bill, for notwithstanding 
loud-voiced protests have reached the outside world through 

doors of the secret Democratic caucus, all is now silent. No 
argument is more potent than the steam roller, as we are soon 
to experience in the House on this bill. With doubtful parent
age and no birth record or pedigree to its credit, the bill comes 
to us through the offices of its guardian ad litem, the dis
tinguished chairman of the Democratic Ways and Means Com
mittee of the House . 

Thousands of items have been placed before the House to be 
accepted in their entirety. Schedules prepared by unknown 
influences are to be sacredly preserved. Not one amendment 
will be permitted from Republicans or other minority l\Iembers. 
This is the ultimatum. In all its glory the old Republican car 
of juggernaut was never equal to the modern invention that 
forces the Underwood bill upon the American people, and the 
duty of every Member who can not support the measure is t o 
register .a protest against its method of preparation and pas
sage and then without delay to accept the rule of the majority. 
Further than this, I believe, every patriotic citizen .hopes that 
the Underwood bill will meet the predictions of its supporter!!, 
reduce the high cost of living, give continued prosperity to the 
country, and for years to come settle the troublesome taritr 
question. 

DILL DISCRIMINATES AGAINST WISCO~SIN. 

In registering a b1ief protest against this measure I do so 
representing a constituency that is discriminated against by 
the bill. No privileged interests of Wisconsin are demanding a 
lease of life, .although many substantial i1J,dustries in our State 
are apprehensive of results. Doubtlessly weak business in
terests, here and there, in our State and throughout the country 
will go under, but responsibility for preparing a bHI has been 
placed upon Democratic shoulders, and carping criticism from 
political opponents is ill timed. To point out defects showing 
the spirit of discrimination is sufficient for my purpose. 

Wisconsin is an agricultural State, so is Alabama, the home 
of the distinguished gentlemen whose name the bill bears, and 
each State boasts of about the same population. Whatever 
may be the consequences, Wisconsin does not receive nor ask 
favors for itself, under the bill, that are not granted to the 
country at large. With its $90,000,000 annual production of. 
dairy products alone, almost two-thirds of the total amount of 
manufactured products of every character in Alabama for 1909, 
Wisconsin will maintain its lead in this one industry because 
soil, climate and water are advantages superior to tariff walls, 
however high. Its barley and other grains will also continue 
to stand first in character and production per acre, whether 
the Underwood bill succeeds or fails. Wisconsin sheep and 
mutton will captme sweepstakes at ·every annual international 
contest, as for many years past, whether or not wool goes on the 
free list or dressed mutton comes in free from Canada. 

In agricultural products our State will share in the genera.I 
prosperity or depression following the passage of this bill, but 
it will continue to maintain its position in products raised per 
acre, because fertility of soil and intelligent farming are not 
dependent upon tariff schedules. If the Underwood bill that dis
criminates against the farmers of the country becomes a law 
we must accept a situation which is the. logical result of its 
verdict, rendered by the country last November. 

Manufactures must also conform to tha t judgment. The 
182,5 3 wage earners in the factories of Wisconsin, who pro
duced $590,306,000 in manufactured products in 1909-the latest 
available census report-wm be able to withstand the shock of 
a sudden reduction in schedules as well as will the 81,972 em
ployees living in Alabama, whose total manufactures, aggre
gating $145,962,000, amount to less than 25 per cent of Wiscon
sin's products, according to the same goyernn1ental authority. 
We have more employees and more interests at stake, but Ala
bama and \\Tisconsin ha.Ye people and interests in common to 
protect. 

DI SCRL\IL'<.A.TJO , · s F A\OR ALABAMA. 

Inquiring as to specific items, why does· the Underwood bill 
give to the farmers of the North the empty pretense of protec
tion while tobaccos of the South are protected by rates rang
ing from 35 cents to $2.50 a pound? Why does the crop of 
418,007 bushels of dried peas harvested by the Alabama. farmer 
receirn a protective duty of 9.55 per cent ad valorem while 
$31,667,000 of fl.our manufactured in Wisconsin is expected to 
pay 10 cents more per bushel for wheat to grind than do our 
Canadian competitors who, under the bill, will enter our markets 
free of duty? What legerdemain of reasoning justifies throw
ing our doors open to woolgrowers of .Australia . and the world 
at large, against whom the Wisconsin farmer must hereafter 
compete, while 79,349 Angora goats in Mr. UNDERWOOD'S State 
are protected \Yith tariff duties for the first time in the history 
of the country? On what theory of "revenue-only" reasoning, 
aside from political power, is Alabama enabled to save its own 
goat while it gets ours? · -
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What broad statesmanship has been employed 1n the con

struction of this bill which forces 31,968,195 bushels of Wiscon
sin po ta toes on the free list to yearly compete 1n the home 
market with tubers from Canada and abroad while in the same 
schedule 1573,796 bushels of Alabama peanuts, raised duri~g 
the same year, are to be protected by a rate of from 10.12 per 
cen t ad valorem to 18.75 per cent in this tariff-for-revenue 
document? 

Without disrespectful allusion to the Democratic tariff bill 
or the inspiration that possessed. its unknown authors, it can 
truthfully be said that the bill embodies a peanut protection 
poLicy, with free-trade frills, while masquerading under the 
illusive title of "a tariff for revenue only.'' 

A sign posted in the window of a Pennsylvania Avenue 
grocery store, one block from the Capitol Grounds, for the past 
week reads " The best granulated sugar 4 cents per pound." 
:Ma rket quotations show that sugar has been cheaper during 
the past year than for over a decade, and that the price has 
remained practically stationary during that period, notwith
standing other necessities of life have advanced with the high 
cost of living. Independent sugar manufacturers insist that 
this is a practical exposition of the protection principle be
ca use independent factories have maintained competition and 
pre~ented the Sugar Trust from controlling the home market. 
It is further insisted that sugar refiners, or the so-called Sugar 
Trust, nre the only ones to benent by the free-sugar provision in 
this bill, because beet-sugar and other factories will be unable 
to- compete with foreign sugar growers. Through the destruc
tion of local sugar factories the markets of the world will be 
controlled by the trust octopus, eventually resulting in higher 
priees. In support of this claim it appears, while sugar is 
quoted retail at from 4 to 5 cents in practically every city of 
the country, the wholesale April quotations in Canada are given 
at 4.44 cents; Austria, 4.20 cents; Germany, 4.35 cents; France, 
5.60 cents; and Russia, 7.44 cents per pound. Have the beet
growing farmers of the country become too rich, or have inde
pendent sugar factories rolled in wealth while securing lower 
pTiced sugar for the American consumer th::rn is paid by the 
people of other countries? Thousands of beet growers in my 
own State are engaged in raising the 256,124 tons of sugar 
beets used by our own factories in 1911, and these farmers re
ceived $2,000,000 for their crop, which they spent at home. 

Last year 30,000 acres were devoted to the culture of sugar 
beets for factories that manufactured approximately 25 pounds 
of suaar for every man, woman, and child in the State. These 
facto;ies were erected under an express promise by existing 
law and under the belief that sugar was as much entitled to 
protection as 'tobacco, dried peas, Angora goats, or peanuts. 

BILL WILL DESTROY WISCO:N'SIN INDUSTRIES. 

1\Iembers of the Ways and Means Committee advise me that 
if sugar is admitted free, as proposed by this bill, it will wipe out 
e•ery factory and give to the trust a clear field for fut~re opera
tions. Wisconsin growers and manufacturers must abide by the 
Democratic ultimatum, and if they would secure special privi
leges granted by the bill they must turn their attention to rais
in"' peanuts, tobacco, dried pea s, and Angora goats. When 
fa~mers get 30 cents a bushel for potatoes that retail for $1 
or sell cabbages at the farm for $5 a ton that retail for $25, 
when manufacturers receive 5 cents a yard for cloth that retails 
for 25 cents, something more than tariff laws is responsible for 
the Wgh cost of living. The duty of exposing indefensible sched
ules that bristle throughout this bill is being performed by 
experienced Members, and I have pointed out these items only 
because, like many others that can be mentioned, they are glar
ingly unjust. . 

The public weal is a first consideration, and it is unsafe, as 
wen as illogical, to favor special interests in one locality at the 
expense of the rest of the country, which must pay the price 
exacted by such interests. While I do not cha rge that the 
framers of this bill have intentionally discriminated aga inst one 
Commonwealth in favor of another, a brief examination of the 
proposed schedules emphasizes Gen. Hancock's historic utter
ance, when as a Democratic candidate for the Presidency he de
dared, "The taTiff is a local issue." The principle of protection 
which governs commercial transactions of nearly every Euro
pea n country of comparative importance, has been too often de
fined to require any exposition, and from any logical standpoint 
it is unwise and absolutely unjust to wipe out protective duties 
because they have been allowed to grow prohibitive en certain 
items, however culpable the agencies may have been that framed 
unjust tariff schedules in tbe past. 

A SECRET CAUCUS TARIFll' BILL-. 

The Democratic majority can not halt or turn back if it de
sires to do so. It must go on and give to the country a new 
tariff bill according to its promise and its commission fi•om the 

people. If 1t does not legislate wisely or, if drunk with power, 
its present unwieldly majority swings the pendulum to an oppo
site extreme, the judgment of a disappointed people will be 
visited upon those now in power as it has been visited on every 
other party tliat failed to measure up to its promises or obliga
tions. What shall be said of se.cret caucus methods or the de
liberative judgment of Congress when a Democratic Member, 
1\lr. ADAIR, of Indiana, informs the House (p. 417 of the 
RECORD): 

I shall vote for this bill as it was reported from a Democratic 
caucus without dotting an " 1 " or crossing a " t." • • • I~ we 
were to read out of the Democratic Party all Members who took issue 
with the Ways and Means Committee in our caucus on certain items of 
the bill, then there would be none left to sustain the committee 1n pre 
senting the bill as finally agreed upon to the House. 

This is the caucus steam-roller bill that Congress is asked to 
. pass. Can any language characterize it and its support more 
:fittingly than this confession? 

It has been stated on this floor by Republican Members, older 
than myself in service here, that the Republican Party has 
reaped the whirlwind because of incompetent leadership and 
a failure to keep its pledges. Our Democratic friends will 
have cause to remember this verdict i! the bill is passed in its 
present form. Promises to make a gradual revision downwnr~ 
to disturb no legitimate business interests, to ·act with caution 
even if with determination. were pledges that gave to the De
mocracy its present power. Will the Underwood bill bring 
public confidence or desired relief? There are Republicans 
present who believe in the tenets of their party and have 
rendered lifelong service to its principles, yet on whom the yoke 
of party rests so lightly that their vote would have been cast 
in favor of a bill not radically opposed to principles in which 
they believe. Questions confront us, howeve1-, on which this 
measure must stand or fall. 

WHO WILL BENEFIT FROM THil BILL? 

Will the Underwood bill cause capital t<> seek investment? If 
so, when or where? Will it give employment to one additional 
laborer? Will it increase the wages of a single employee? Will 
it start the furnaces or add to the looms on this side, or across the 
water? Will it increase the price of farm products in a single 
instance? Will it persuade one boy or one girl to remain upon the 
farm? Will it eliminate the jobber, wholesaler, and the middle
man who to-day receive more than one-half of the ::r.-erage cost 
of articles which move from the farm and factory to market? 
Will it bring prosperity or disaster to the country? 

If goods from abroad are brought here in large quantities 
and substituted in use for domestic manufactures, what is to 
become of the factories erected on this side of the water, and 
what provision does the Underwood bill make for the thou
sands, aye, millions, of employees who to-day are dependent 
upon these same factories for a livelihood? 

The income-tax provision contained in the Underwood bill 
is a faint attempt to collect taxes under the constitutional 
power recently given to Congress. It is a step in the right 
direction, that has been successfully tried out in Wisconsin 
under a better law; but if well administered the proposed 
measure will become an efficient revenue ·producer. Many 
Republican Members would support the income-tax feature of 

_ the Underwood bill with slight amendment, but in order to do 
so they are compelled to vote for an entire- tariff bill which 
contains too many objectionable features to justify its support. 

If the Underwood bill works successfully, as its defenders 
predict, if it refutes all precedents and all economic laws in 
bringing greater prosperity to our people, we of the minority, 
will unite in praise for a measure that must succeed, if at all, 
through fortuitous chance rather than from foresight or delib
erate calculation. 

If, on the contrary, the party in power loses a golden oppor
tunity to command the confidence of the country, i.f this t a riff 
revision falls down because of dark-lanterned. methods of prepa
ration or unscientific schedules, then Republicans who do not 
believe in Aldrichism ner in a stand-still policy must be ready, 
to accept their full share of responsibility for any failure here.
after of our own party to keep its pledges. 

A TARIFF COMMISSION IS DEMANDED. 

No bill, howev:er carefully drawn, will fully meet public expec~ 
tation, but any bill presented here for passage affecting the 
whole economic and fiscal policy of the Government should be 
prepared with deliberation and in the light of day. Our country 
is growing so rapidly tha t t a riff changes ca n not be safely i;uade 
except by schedules based upon a careful in• estigntlon of facts. 
This method is indorsed by the present Republica n minority 
which has declared in favor of a strong tariff commission , and 
as evidence of its faith hus accepted the woolen schedule that 
was unanimously supported by the Republicans of the House 
at the last session. That schedule invites eon:fidence in its pro .. 
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visions because of tts careful p.reparation ba ·ed upon tarift' com
mission find1ngs. while its substantial reductions from tbe Aldrich 
rates now in foree give renewed weigkt to the argument that 
tariff revision is a job for the- surgeon's knife and not far the 
bladgeon. 

Rates on woolen goods fixed by tbe Underwood bill are from 
25 per cent to 50 per eent, on the average, lower than those fixed 
by the Wilson law of 1896, but :for 16 years the Wilson law has 
performed a ghost waJk before the country whenever Demo
cratic tariff tinkering is reca!Ied. 

It is a bold prediction to say that by cutting the Wilson law 
rates in half. the Underwood bill will put the ghost to sleep. It 
is also a reckless pTesumption that in the preparation of any 
tariff law destined to meet with approval of the country, politi
cal influences and exJa-encies can be snfely substituted for eco
nomic principles. Three weeks ago to-day a triumphant Democ
racy entered this House charged with the fulfillment of party 
pledges. Secret caucus rules now bold the party together. A 
minority composed of Republicans, third-party Progressives, 
nonpartisans. and independents stands with solid front oppos
ing the passage of this bill. Fresh from the people, unboand 
by caucus rule, governed by individual conscience, not partisan
ship; by justice, not expediency, the unanimous voice of the 
minority Members bespeaks a judgment thnt will be pronounced 
by the American people upon the Underwoo.d bill. [Loud ap
pla use.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I now yield to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. KrNDEI.]. 

Mr. KI~'DEL. Mr. Chairman, after all I have henrd pro and 
con on the Underwood tariff bill I am reminded of the words of 
the Scripture: 

I bad rather speak five words with my understanding, that by my 
voice I might teach otbe1·s also, than_ ten thousand words in an unknown 
tongue. 

First, I would criticize the reckless handling of the truth 
by the gentlemen on the minority side of the House when they 
make tbe wholesale charge that the new Members are intimi
dated and bribed into voting for the Underwood bill in order 
to get patronage or desirable committee assignruents. I have 
been honored with appointment on one committee,. from which 
I was obliged to resign because I did not want to jeopru·dize 

- my chances of getting on the Committee on Interstate and Jt"'or
eign Commerce. to continue the work I have been engaged in 
for 21 yea rs. I desire Yery much to be placed on this committee, 
but whether I am or not. I am for the Underwood bill, first, last, 
and all the time, as the only fair and honest tariff bill that has 
been presented to Congress by tbe majority party in 16 years. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Second. I would take exception to the practice of the minority 
in branding the majority as cowardly, victous, hypocritical, and 
otherwi e tmworthy of public confidence. I am not one of those 
who believe that he or his party has a monopoly on virtue. It 
will no doubt surprise even some of my Democrntie friends to 
learn that I dtscoveTed two Republican postmasters in my dis
trict with 100 per cent records for efficiency, whom I am urging 
for reappointment, in spite of much opposition from my col
leagues and the Postmaster General. [Laughter.] I am a be
liever in civil service in practice as well as in theory, for that 
is the doctrine of the Democratic platform. upon which I was 
elected. May the meal-ticket, mugwump Democrat take heed 
of tbe fate that befell my predecessor. [Laughter and ap
plause.] 

I am a manufacturer and a granger and not a politician. I 
warned him four years ago that be would have to do certain 
things to see tb~t we in Colorado got a square deal and fair 
play. He defaulted in that particular. and two years later I de
cided to get some one else to run, but I h.ad to run myself on a 
Prohibition ticket. [Laughter.] I am a German and I drink 
beer. With a glass of beer in one hand and a Carrie Nation 
hatchet in tbe other I got 17.0-00 votes. [Laughter and applause.r 

In like manner I now give warlling to the gentleman from 
Wyoming-of many te1·ms here-that, though he gallantly 
praises tbe women of his State, wbo have voted there for 43 
years-since 1869-tbe women of Wyoming will prove his politi
cal downfall. [Lnughter. l All that is needed is to instruct the 
women as to the real issues and they will vote right, as was 
demonstrated last fall in my district, when they retired my 
predecessor, a protection Democrat, and elected a real Demo
crat by from 3,000 to 5,000 votes more than the State and 
Nati011al tleket. and that, too, in a Republican stronghold. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Once it is inculcated into the minds of the women of Wyo
ming that it is equitable transport~tion rates and not high 
tariff that is needed to develop the illimitable resources of Wyo
ming and the trans-Mississippi West they, like the voters ot 

Colorado, wiTI displace their present Representati_ve and Sen
ators by Democratic successors. 

Wyoming. witb a population of 146.000, has scarcely any 
manufacturing industries. The latest manufacturing statistics 
for the State, fonnd iu the report of the Thirteenth Census, 
shows but 2,867 wage earnPrs. \Vith all its high-tariff re11• 
representation in Co11gress and with high tariffs prevailing it 
was unable to ope1·ate scuccessfuTiy its soda mills, glass works, 
and other manufacturing industries. How can Wyoming and 
the entire Rocky Mountain section with sueh freight rates be 
anything but a one-lung hospital, a globe trotters' station, and a 
repair shop? 

lt is true that the Wyoming freight rates have been equalized 
somewhat. both eastward and westward. by reflection of tbe 
Kindel efforts in Color1:1do. This is certainly not to the credit 
of the gentleman from Wyoming, who poses as a grammarian, 
a parliamentarian. and a l\lissourian, whom we hope to show 
before tbe next congressional election just where to get off. 
[Laughter.] 

I regret to say that undf>r high tariff we have lost in my own 
city of Denver two woolen mills, a paper mill, cotton mill, r•lll
ing mill, tannery, cooper shop, matcb factory, white-lead wort:s, 
cement works. stove works, boiler works, medicine plant, tin-can 
factory, hardware factory, knitting factory, saddle factory, en
velope factory, and several other factories. I do not pretend 
to say that protective tariff was respo-nsible for this loss, but 
they certainly were not able to exist under high tariff and dis
criminative freight rates. 

A most fitting epitaph in this connection would be that of 
Kingsley: 

So fleet the works of man, back to the earth again ; 
Ancient and holy things fade like a dream. 

To expand and ·develop our matchless we-Stern resources we 
must have commercial equality-the currency of transportation 
as well as tbe currency of cash. It is not high tariff we need, 
under which and in spite of which these enterprises were lost to 
us, bat a square deal-fair freight rates. 
. A certain old Roman made himself famous by declaring that. 

" Carthage must be destroyed," and stic1..'ing to it till Carthage. 
was destroyed. I petition the Democratic Party to emulate that 
old Roman by decla1~ing that discrimination must be destroyed~ 
and sticking to it until discrimination no longer exists either in . 
tariff or transportation. 

Now, on the sugar question the gentleman from Wyoming 
said in part : 

It is certain no new factories would be built, and in a few years 
at most the beet-sugar industry would be but a memory of the con- . 
strtl<'tive character of Re-publican and the destructive ch:uacter ot 
Democratic policies. 

I want to rend a telegram, showing that we are going to build 
more factories : 

C.cmgressman GEORGE KINDET., 
Washington, D. 0.: 

GREELEY, COLO., April !4, 1913. 

Officers of the Weld County Beet Growers' Assoeiatlon incorporated 
the New Freedom Beet Sagar Co. to-day to build beet-sugar factory in 
Weld County. I am confident of the continued prosperity of the sugar 
Industry, even though the tariff be reduced as recommended. 

WARD DARLEY, 

To show you what has happened to our section, take the 
freight rates westward; they are on the b<.,oks to-day, and you 
are paying $2,000,000 for an Interstate Commerce Commission 
to regulate transportation tariffs. 

Here are a few examples of tariff (freight) rates. of which 
the gentleman from Wyoming " keeps on· layin' low and sayin' 
nuffin ": 
Carpets: 

New York to Pacific coast, per 100 pounds ______________ $1. 50 
New York to Wyoming points--------------------- 3. 50 

Boots and ahoes-rubber : 
New York to Pacific coast--·------------------ L 50 
New York to Wyomlng points------------------------- 3. 13 

Structural iron and steel : 
Pittsburgh to Pacific coasL---------~---------- • 80 PittsbtJrgh to Wyoming points._ _______ .:_ __ .____________ L 2016 

I helped celebrate the opening of the Woolworth Buililing in 
New York the other day, and I am getting at what it will cost 
to duplicate that building in Wyoming or San Francisco. I am 
satisfied it will cos~ 200 per cent more per ton mile to drop the 
material off in Wyoming. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 
two minutes more. 

Mr. KINDEL. Mr. Chairman, let us take up the question of 
tile rate on wool From California terminals to Boston the rate 
on wool is $1 a hundred; that is, for wool in the grease. From 
Wyoming to Boston, a thousand miles shorter distance, it is 
$1. 76. Talk about manufactming and protection 1 The gentle
man from Wyoming could not ba ve started a scouring mill in 
his State, much less a woolen mill. The scoured-wool rate 
from California terminal points to Boston is $1.30; from 
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Wyoming it is $4.22t. The rate from Cheyenne to Omaha on 
scoured wool is $2.35. Manufactured woolen goods and cloth 
from Om::iha back to Cheyenne take the first-class rate-$1.25. 
Talk abont tariff! It is freight rates. That is what is the 

· ma tter with Wyoming. 
In conclusion, l\lr. Chairman, I will say that the people of 

Wyoming are not full of prunes for electing a man like the 
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. l\IoNDELL]. [Laughter.] They 
could not afford to be. Here is the rate on prunes: California 
to Kew York, $1.10, while from San Francisco to Cody, which 
is about the center of the gentleman's State, it is $1.63. It is 
too expensive to be full of prunes in Wyoming. Thus I could 
go on, l\1r. Chairman, but I wi11 not infl~ct myself any further 
on the House at this time, as this is my first attempt. [Cries 
of "Go on!"] 

The CHAIRUAN. The time of the gentleman from Colorado 
has expired. 

Mr. U1\1DERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FITZHENRY]. 

Mr. FITZHENRY. l\lr. Chairman, when the pending measure 
is signed by the President of the United States, as it undoubt
edly will be, it will mark the first great advancement in the 
ba ttle which the common people of this country have been wag
ing for more than a quarter of a century to regain control of 
their own Government. With the passage of this bill the people 
of this country are serving notice upon all men that no person, 
either natural or artificial, can acquire a ve ted private interest 
founded upon the taxing power of a free people. It marks the 
end of a fi cal policy which has very aptly been described as 
"the great American delusion," and means the adoption of a 
new policy in the manner of raising the revenues of the Gov-
ernment. . . 

The policy of a high protective tariff as exemplified during 
the last half century in the United States was conceived during 
the exigencies of war and nurtured by a special privileged class, 
who, through the susceptibility of succeeding Congresses and 
administrations, have come to believe that they can, as a matter 
of right, use the taxing power of our Government for their own 
aggrandizement. 

No country on the face of the earth has been so generously 
blessed with the richest of resources necessary for the comfort 
of a people and the development of civilization as this one. 
Yet, after a trial of this unwise and fundamentally wrong high
tariff policy, our great natural resources have been plundered 
and dissipated, and by its application it has created and de>el
oped classes in our midst by establishing tariff-baron and 
special privileged aristocracy and degrading the laboring classes. 
'.rhe beneficjaries of the special privileges doled out in former 
t a riff laws have permitted the captains of industry ·to sell their 
products in protected markets and exacted millions of tribute 
from the people of the country, while these same captains of in
dustry have been permitted to buy their labor in the free-trade 
markets of the world. ' 

This high-protection policy has limited the markets of our 
commerce; it has destroyed the American merchant marine and 
hindered our development; it has fostered inefficiency and de
stroyed rigid economies in great industrial institutions; it has 
m ade goods scarce and unduly increased the cost of living; it 
bas lowered wages and overworked and degraded labor; it has 
exploited the lives of children and been the incubator of trusts; 
it has corrupted cmr politics and encouraged reckless extrava
gance in governmental expenditures; it has placed a premium 
upon conspiracies in restraint of trade. 

In the infancy of the Republic patriotic statesmen found it 
expedient in raising revenues for the purpose of economically 
administering the affairs of the Government to so levy their 
customs tuxes as to subsidize and encourage new industries in 
a land entirely detached from former bases of supplies. But 
this practice was not indulged in to any very considerable ex
tent until the statesmen of this country reached a consciousness 
ot the fart that such practices were in violation of the Consti
tution of the United States, and that sooner or later, if the 
practice was continued, it would become a menace to the 
perpetuity of our Government. It became apparent to the 
fathers that if we would perpetuate our heritage we must 
keep constantly in 'iew the polar star of the new Government, 
that doctrine so vividJy elucidated by the author of the Dec
Jara tion of Independence and the founder of the Democratic 
Party," Equal rights to all and special privileges to none." This 
was the seed which was planted upon American soil to grow 
and develop into the sheltering tree of life of the Republic. 
This doctrine was kept constantly in view by the statesmen of 
the early epocbs of our history until our customs-tax system 
becnm~ exemplified in what was known as the Walker tariff 
of 1846. 

Prior to the enactment of the Walker · law great political 
battles had been waged upon the tariff question. This act was 
so free from discriminations against producers and impositions 
upon our people and was such a satisfactory revenue producer 
that the tariff (]Uestion ceased to be an issue between the then 
great political parties. For a considerable period in our his
tory, while the country was operating under the Walker law, 
the tariff question was never mentioned in the platform of. any 
great political party. Grea t prosperity reigned among our 
people; our foreign commerce grew to tremendous proportions. 
It was under thi law that our flag was seen upon e,·ery sea, 
nnd its presence at once bespoke the largest, tile f astest, and 
the finest ships engaged in fore~gn commerce. 

At the beginning of the last century our flag covered a ton
nage of 970,000 tons, but half of the British tonnnue of that 
time, which was 1, 50,000. Gradually our commerce ~ained 
upon that of the mother country, until in 1 GO our shipping 
amounted to 5,350,000 tons, while that of Great Br itain, in
cluding her colonies, was 5,713,000 tons. Ef"en these figures 
do not convey all of the facts. A part of the tonnage was steam, 
and as steamers can make quicker voyages than other vessels 
they were rated at a higher carrying capacity. In 1 60 we had 
a much greater steam tonnage than England, and when this 
fact is taken into consideration the total carrying power . of 
the two countries in that year was, United States, 7,960,000 
tons; Great Britain, 7,219,000 tons. It will thus be seen that 
in 1860 the young Republic was not only enjoying peace with 
all the world and prospe1ity at home, but for once in her his
tory she was the merchant-marine mistress of the seas. This 
was the condition which existed during what might be called 
the last Democratic tariff in our history. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Consider the next picture. Internal strife developed, and we 
were thrown into the dread arbitrament of war. It at once 
became apparent that there would be a heavy draft upon the 
Government Treasury, and as a war measure the customs duties 
were greatly increased by Congres , witll the understanding, 
of course, that as soon as the war was o>er we would return to 
a revenue basis. 

Just prior to the Civil War 6D per cent of the total imports 
and exports of this country were carried in American ships and 
31 per cent in foreign ships. Ten years later the proportions 
were almost re·versed, 35 per cent of our forei gn commerce be
ing under the American flag and 65 per cent under foreign flags. 
In 1880 only 18 per cent of our foreign commerce was carried 
in American ships, and it has continued to dwindle, year after 
year, until in 1912 it had shrunken in the neighborhood of 9 
per cent. 

Mr. Chairman, two great causes have contributed to this re
sult. When the war broke out it was but natural that our ship
ping should decline. Ships of the Confederacy took out foreign 
registry to elude the Uhlon Navy, while those of the North went 
under foreign flags to escape the southern p1ivateer. It was at 
such an unhappy hour in the history of this Republic that eco
nomic adventurers and those seeking to profit off of congres
sional bounty began their careers. Under the guise of assist
ing in the reconstruction of the country the war taxes were not 
only maintained but increased. It was then that the wise ones, 
under the guise of encouraging infant industries, saw that by 
virtue of a high protective tariff they would be permitted to use 
the taxing power of the Government for the attainment of pri
vate ends. Strange to say, Congresses and administrations ha·ve 
been susceptible to this cry, and while the country was recover
ing from the unfortunate condition created by civil strife huge 
fortunes were amassed, and those who had been reaping the 
harvest developed a school of statesmenship and furnished the 
sinews of political warfare so bountifully that for now well-nigh 
a period of half a century the same influences have maintained 
an almost unbroken bold upon the Government of this country. 
This policy has brought about the results I have heretofore in
timated by limiting the markets of our commerce, aided by un
wise and unreasonable navigation laws, our foreign shipping 
has been absolutely destroyed, and the American seaman has 
become a negligible quantity in over-seas transportation. 

Under the Payne-Aldrich tariff law and its predecessors the 
high protective policy has so effectually prohibited competition 
with great American industrial institutions that it placed a 
premium upon consolidation and conspirncies in restraint of 
trade and monopoly: By the invention of the process of capi
talizing and financing special privileges, granted by law, suffi
cient funds have been -raised to make it possible to compel con
solidation or surrender of independent plauts, or the annihila
tion thereof, to such ~an extent that trusts and monopolies have 
literally taken hold of the industrial life of tllis country. 
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The pending bill is not ideal even . from a Democratic stand- The proposed law makes a radical reduction in the ta.riff on 

JKiin~ but it is such a decided step in the right direction and sugar, and futher provides that on the Ist of May, lfl16, it shall 
along lines demanded by the people in the campaigns of 1908, go absolutely on the free list. This delay in placing sugar upon 

·1910, and 1912 that no Democratic Member can hesitate to sup- the free list is a special consideration given to the people of 
port it. The bill does not fully meet the ideas of the chai:rmnn . Louisiana and Texas in the light of their unfortunate experience 
of the Ways artd Means COmmittee [Mr. UNDERWOOD], who pre- in the last few years. In some sections their crops have been 
sented this bill to the House, but it is the beginning of a series destroyed by pests, and last year great floods dealt havoc to 
of tariff revisions which in yea.rs to come will bring about a their industry. The history of the development of the Sugar 
freer trade among our people and between this and otheT na- Trust is but the re~ of the development of similar trusts in 
tions, anJ is a full compliance with the demand for an imme- · protected lines~ __ , 
diate downward tariff revision. It will have a tendency to One of the cardinal principles of Democratic tariff making 
break tbe power of the great trusts and monopolies of this has been the plaeing of raw materials upon the free list. One 
count upon our markets. of the important reasons why rnw materL'll should be admitted 

e baneful effect of the high protective policy is illustrated into tbe cotmtry free of duty, if only a revenue duty is to be 
by the sugar trade. levied upon manufactured produds, is becan"Se practically all 

For more than a century the Government has been protect- other manufactu~ng ccmntries admit raw material free of duty. 
ing and encouraging the sugar industry _in the United States, A duty upon raw material to the extent of a pTotective rate at 
either by a protective tartft' or a bounty, at a ti·emendous cost to once incrf:!ases the cost of the manufacturer's products into
the people. Under the Payne-Aldrich law a duty of 1 . .95 cents which the raw material is made. and to that extent amounts to 
was levied upon refilled sugar. For the convenience of caJcula.- a discrimination against the home manufacturer and in favor 
tion let us consider that duty as 2 cents. The annual consnmp- of the foreign manufacturer. The Republican policy of taxing 
tion of sugar in the United States is about. seven and one-half raw materials has really been a disadvantage to the home- manu
billion pounns. Whether this tariff tax of 2 cents a pound on facturer, because it handicaps him in the competition which. be 
sugar is levied upon sugar which finds it way from the cane meets in the markets of the woTld. This has been one of the 
fields and beet-sugar factories of this country or from foreign causes which has assisted in the limitation of the- foreign eom
markets to the tables of the consumers of this country, every merce of this country. The doctrine of free raw materi- ls is 
pound of it bears. either the tariff or the bounty of 2 cents. one that was believed in and applied by such ureat Democrats 
In round numbers this tariff amounts to a tax upon the Ameri- as Mr. Walker, Mr. Morrison, Mr. Mills, President Cleve-lan~ 
can people to the extent of $150,000,000. Upon that portion of and the present Secretary of State, Mr. Bryan. 
the sugar upon which a tariff tax is col1ected at the custom- President Cleveland, in his last annual message during his 
houses, the revenue goes into the United States Treasury, and first term, enunciated the Democratic doctrine upon raw mate
during the year 1912 the Government received from that source rial in the following language: 
about $52,000.000, · leaving the stupendous sum of $98r000~000 The radical reduction of the duties imposed upon raw materlal used 
that was collected from the American people that went into the in manufactures or its free importation is, of course. an important 
coffers of somebody other than the Government. Where did it factor in any effort to reduce the price of these necessaries. It would 

not only relieve them from the increased cos1 caused by t be tariff on 
go? It is a well-known fact that the sugar industry of the such raw material, but tbe manufactured product being Urns cheapened 
United States is controlled by the American Sugar Refining that part of the tariff now laid upon such product as a compensatl"n to 
Co ~. d th t th k t f th t · b- our manufacturers for the present price of raw material, could be 

.-the u ust-an a e sugar mar e 0 e corm ry IS a accordingly modified. Such reduction or tree tmportatton would serve 
solutely dominated by that trust. besides to largely reduce the revenue. It ts not apparent bow such n 

This tremendous special privilege, in the hands of the sugar change can have any injurious effect upon our manufacturers. On the 
contrary, It would appear to give them a better chance in fort>ign 

kings of this country, has enabled them to control the price of markets with the manuiacturers of other countries wbo cheapen t heir 
raw material produced in this country as well as their market, wares by free material. Thus our people might bave the opportuntty 
and being so generously favored they have been able by the nego- of extending their sales beyond the limits of home consumption, saving 

them from the depression, interruption in business, and loss caused by 
tiations of its stocks and bonds to not only control the sugar· a glutted domestic market, and atfording their employ~!C> more certain 
re.fining business, which involves the market for sugar cane, but and steady labor, with its resulting quiet and contentment. 
also to control the sugar-beet factories of this country. With In 1892 he was reelected to the Presidency, together with n 
the tremendous protection on sugar and the long period of time Democratic House, but without a Democratic Senate. A t a riff
which the sugar-cane industry in Louisiana and Texas has for-revenue-only bill was passed by the House, known as the 
been encouraged by this Government, the total cost of the c--ane Wilson bill. When it went to the Senate its revenue feutures 
industry in those two States to the American people is almost were destroyed by amendment, and protective features inter
beyond human conception. Yet the lands of the cane planters posed. Finally, after the passa ge of the bill as amended by 
will be worth just as much for other crops, their impl~ments the Senate, it came back to the House for conference, and upon 
and stock will be just as valuable in the cultivation of uther this occasion President Cle,·eland wrote a communication to 
crops, while that portion of their possessions which . will be- Mr. Wilson, the then chairman of the Ways and Means Com
come useless, it they are compelled to go out of the cane- mittee, in which he spoke as follows: 
growing business, would not exceed $30,000,000. After a cen- One topic will be submitted to the conference which embodies Demo· 
tuty of encouragement to this institution we have reached a cratic principle so directly that it can not be compromised. We have 

· f th fa t that sugar cane is a tropical plant in our platforms and in every way possible declared in favor o! the 
consciousness 0 e c · free importntlon of raw matetials. We have again and again promi ed 
and can not be grown p1·ofitably in a temperate zone. .More- that th1s should be accorded to our people and our manufactUl'ers as 
than this, this great tax that is levied upon the American peo- soon as the Democratic Party was invested with the power to deter-

1 to th t · d t has not al a s f und "ts a int mine the tari.tr policy of the country .. Pe encourage a 1Il us ry w · Y 0 1 w Y 0 The party now has that power. We are certain to-day as we have 
the pockets of the planters of sugar cane, for upon repeated been of the great benefit that would accrue to the country from the 
occasions the 1Jlanters of Louisiana and Texas have been com- inauguration of this policy, and nothing has occurred to release us 

t 11 th · t · ch l th th from our obligation to secure thjs advantage to our peopie. It must 
pelled o se e1r raw sugar a prices mu ess an e be admitted that no tariff measure can accord with Democratic princi-
world's price, with the sugar tariff added. Why? Because (!les and promises or wear a genuine Democratic badge that does not 
there was practically one buyer for- their crop--the Sugar provide for free raw materials. In these circumstances it may well 
T ,.ust. excite our wonder that Democrats are willing to depart from this the 

"' most Democratic oi all tariff principles, and that the inconsistent 
It is said the placing of sugar on the free list will ruin the absurdity pi such a proposed departure should be emphasized by the 

beet-sugar industry in this country. This assertion, I believe, suggestion that the wool of the farmer be put on the free Ust and the 
is absolutely Untrue. Beet sugar can be manufactured for con- protection of tariff taxation be plaeed around the iron ore · and coal ot 

corporations and capitalists. 
siderabJy less money than cane sugar, and, so far as the growers How can we face tbe people after indulging in such outrageous dis-

of sugar beets are concerned, they have been compelled to sell crw1rsa~~ii~ ~g~!~\a\~~r &l~~:1e~t~~~ ~f free raw materials does not 
their product in practically a free-trade market under the old admit o! adjustment on an-y middle groun.9-

1 
since their subjection to 

law. The duty under the Payne-Aldrich tariff law on sugar any rate of tnxatron. great or small, ts ati.Ke violative. of Democratic 
beets amounts to only 10 per cent ad valorem, or about 55 cents principle and Democratic good faith. 
per ton. In addition to this, American beet growers will con- Hon. William J. Bryan, the present Secretary of State, in the 
tinne to have the legitimate natural protection which come~ Fifty-third Congress discussed the question of free coal, using 
to them from the ta.riffs of water and railroad transportation. this language : 
After a careful e.xamination into the facts, I am firm in the '1.'bey tell us that free coal can not benefit the interior. Take the 
belief that the modification and fin.al repeal of the duty on sugar tariff o~ from coal so that the New England manufacturers can buy it 

- for less and they ean manufactm·e more c:heaply, and tben by cutting 
will not interfere in the least with the growth of sugar beets down the tarift' on the products of their facteries we can compel them 
nnd the manufacture of beet sugar, but may squeeze the water to sell at a lower price to the people of the South and West. That is 
out of the stocks 01= the Sugar Trust. • [Applause on the Demo· ~~;~~: ~1£.~f0if: :i::n:Jii'i:~~s:i:1s ~s!~e~0~h ~~t~0~~-ni1: j~tlii~~~~ 
cratlc side.] · ask a taritr en. the product of their looms. , 



680 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE . . APRIL 28; 

Mr. Chairman, in the first place I believe we can make no permanent 
progress in the direction of tariff reform until we free from taxation 
the raw materials which lie at the foundation of our industries. 

In 1892, in another speech in Congress, Mr. Bryan reaffirmed 
the Democratic position upon this subject in the following lan
guage: 

It also takes away entirely those specific or compensatory duties 
which were added to the ad valorem rates to enable the manufacturers 
to transfe1· to the back of the consumers the burden which a tariff on 
raw materials placed on the manufacturer. The reason wh;Y I believe 
in putting raw material on the free list is because any tax imposed on 
raw material must at last be taken from the consumer of the manufac-
tured article. , 

You can compose no tax for the benefit of the producer of the raw 
material which does not find its way through the various forms of 
manufactured product and at last press with accumulated weight upon 
the pernon who uses the finished product. Another reason why raw 
material should be upon the free list is because that is the only methoa 
by which one business can be favored without injury to another. We 
are not in that case imposing a tax for the benefit of the manufacturer, 
but we are simply saying to the manufacturer, "We will not impose 
any burden upon you." When we give to the manufacturer free , raw 
material and free machinery we give to him, I think, all the encourage
ment which people acting under a free government like ours can legiti
mately give to a free people. 

As great as was the disagreement between Mr. Cleveland and 
Mr. Bryan upon questions of finance, it will be seen by these 
quotations that their ideas upon the question of free raw ma
terial in tariff making was entirely harmonious. Indeed, their 
views as then expressed were in harmony with those of all of 
the great Democrats of history and the views of the distin
guished chairman of the Ways and Means Committee [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD], under whose direction this bill was drawn. This 
bill has been constructed upon that line. 

Dui:ing these debates I haye been greatly entertained by 
gentlemen- upon the other side of the aisle who have attacked 
the measure. It · has been alluded to · as the " Underwood pat
ented competitive tariff"; it has been stated that it was neither 
a protective measure nor a free-trade measure; it was neither 
fish nor fowl; and that is true. In so far as the duties levied 
by this proposed law may incidentally be advantageous, it is 
protective; in so far as the necessaries of -life which the people 
are demanding are concerned, it is a free-trade measure. In 
addition, it furnishes the industries of this country with free 
raw material with which to work in their mills and factories. 
But the decisive change of policy in our· fiscal system which is 
evidenced in this bill is the changing of our revenue system 
from one of ·protection to one of competition. Gentlemen on 
the other side of the House do not seem to understand the 
difference, and that is not at all remarkable, because there are 
none so blind as those who will not see. 

ProtectiYe tariff either prohibits or limits competition or it is 
a failure. The competitiye tariff encourages competition. The 
differences between these two systems is very much akin to 
the difference between a maximum and a minimum schedule of 
freight tariffs. · 

My own State-Illinois-is a pioneer in the moyement to 
regulate railroads. It has a railroad and warehouse act, which 
crentes a commission composed of three citizens, and one of the 
duties of this commission is to prescribe a reasonable maximum 
schedule of freight rates. It was never designed that the com
mission should prescribe a freight tariff for current use, but it 
is provided for the fixing of a maximum schedule beyond which 
no railroad can go. In other words, in order to be a reasonable 
maximum schedule it must be liberal enough · to permit the 
smaller struggling lines of railroad, which operate wholly 
within the State and are not connected with any through lines 
to tlle extent that j:hey -could participate in through business, 
might lile. A rate that would be a reasonable price for the trans
portation of freight upon such a railroad might be an exorbitant 
price for another railroad differently situated and which was 
so located that it participated in through business. The rail
roads of Illinois, like the captains of industry of th.e United 
States, readily saw this and encouraged the commission to 
prescribe a liberal maximum schedule. Neither the commis
sioners nor the legislatm·e ever dreamed that such a schedule 
would become a current schedule for everyday use. Just as 
some of the members of this body, when adopting very highly 
protecttve tariffs, probably did not dream that the industries 
affected would use any more of the protection afforded than 
was necessary to protect themselves from the aggression of 
foreign competitors. But a few years ago the shippers of Illi
nois discovered that the rates charged them for shipments 
originated in and destined to points in Illinois were so much 
more than the interstate rate that they could not compete with 
shippers en.gaged in similar lines living just across the State 
line. The wholesale grocers of Cincinnati and Columbus could 
make shipments of their goods from those points into central 
Illinois at a lower freight rate than the local shippers could 
procure for short hauls to the sume customers. In a hearing 

before the railroad and warehouse commission it was deter
mined upon the evidence of canceled freight bills that the citi
zens of Illinois were paying from 75 per cent to 300 per cent 
more for local shipments in the State than the shippers of 
Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan were paying for local shipments 
of the same kind of goods the same distance and in many cases 
upon the same railroads. An inquiry into this condition of 
affairs disclosed the fact that the railroads of Illinois had; 
simply adopted the maximum schedule of the State as their 
current schedule, while in Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan the 
rates were the product of the Central Traffic Association, com
posed of representatives of the various railroads, and that their 
schedules instead of being a maximum schedule was a minimum 
schedule. 

In other words, the minimum schedule was established for 
the purpose of legitimatizing competition between the railroads 
themselves, while in Illinois the hanest was so rich that the 
railroads under the guise of State regulation simply accepted 
the maximum rate in lieu of a competitive rate. "Oh," it may 
be said, "yet the State of Illinois prospered and developed 
wonderfully, and did so while this law has been upon the 
statute books." Thjs suggestion, however, is answered by the 
thought that Illinois is. so blessed by nature that she has pros
pered and developed in spite of this handicap, just as the United . 
States has prospered and developed in spite of the Republican 
high protective policy. . 

Tariffs in this schedule are constructed for the purpose of 
raising revenues sufficient to administer economically the affairs 
of this Government. While doing this they are so constructed 
as to encourage competition, keeping down ' the cost of living, 
which is ever going higher and ·higher, while the Republican 
tariff prohibits competition on all commodities the prices o! 
which are not fixed in the free markets of . the world. As I 
said before, tllis law may bear some inconsistencies, it may not 
be perfect, but it is the p1~oduct of an honest effort to keep 
faith with the people of this country by making an immediate 
and rational downward revision of the tariff. It is the result 
of conservative patriotic deliberation. It is a full compliance 
with the Democratic platform; it is a fair response to the 
request ·of President Wilson in his recent message to Congress 
when he said-: 

We must abolish everything that bears even the semblance of 
privilege or of any kind of artificial advantage, and put our business 
men. and produc~rs under the st~ulation of a constant necessity to be 
efficrent, econom1cal, and enterprisrng masters of competitive supremacy 
better workers and merchants than any in the world. Aside from th~ 
duties laid upon articles which we do not, and probably can not 
produce, therefore, and the duties laid upon luxuries and merely for 
the sake of the revenues they yield, the object of the tariff duties hence
forth laid must be effective competition, the whetting of American wits 
by contest with the wits of the rest of the world. 

The pending Illeasure not only liberated a vast number of 
commodities so as to stimulate trade, but the amount of revenue 
which will be raised from the customs taxes provided under it 
is many millions of dollars less than the amount raised under 
the present Payne-Aldrich law. 'The deficit created by this 
radical change is amply provided for by the levying of a very 
moderate income tux. It is estimated that the income-tax 
feature of the present law will raise substantially $80,000,000 
of revenue, thus placing a just portion of the burdens of gov
ernment upon a class of people who never have paid their pro
portionate amount of the taxes collected to defray the neces
sary cost of administering our national affairs. 

The CHµRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 
expired . 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute more 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

l\fr. FITZHENRY. Mr. Chairman, when the arguments in
terposed by those who have resisted this measure are carefully 
considered the objections advanced may be reduced to a com
paratively few propositions. 

First, a strong appeal has been made for a retention of the 
rates of the present Payne-Aldrich law, which have been so 
overwhelmingly and so justly repudiated by the people at the 
polls. The burden of the argument of the gentlemen on the 
other side of the aisle has been that the duties as laid down 
in that measure were just and proper. This position is taken 
now in the light of the arguments of many of the same gentle
men last fall, when it was admitted that the Payne rates were 
probably a little too high and should be reduced. If the people's 
rights are to be considered in tariff making at all, it is plainly 
the duty of this House to pass this bill. In 1903 the Republican 
national convention declared for the revision. of tlle tariff 
because the rates of the old Dingley Jaw were exce;.;i::i·rn and 
burden.some. President Taft, in a public speech following that 
convention, interpreted the platform to mean the ·• do'i\Ilwa rd 
revision " of the tariff. 
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On the promises of a downward revision the Republican 
Party was returned to power, with full control of both branches 
of Congress, when the present Payne-Aldrich tariff · law was 
enacted. It did not t ake the people of the country, who in the 
end pay all of the tariff exactions, long to realize that instead 
of making" an immediate downward revision" of the tariff that 
the Republican Party had fooled those who had intrusted them 
with power and in special session had made a decidedly " up
ward revision " and increased the burdens of the people. Yet 
these are the rates that gentlemen would haYe the Democratic 
Party put in the pending measure. They would have the 
present Congress and administration break faith with the 
people in the hope that an outraged public opinion might re
turn their party to power. How presumptions is their propo
sition! Should we break faith with the people as they have done 
it would do the Republican Party no good, for if public opinion 
can be analyzed at all the American people have fully decided 
to relie,:e themselves of the onerous burdens of high and pro
hibitive tariff taxes. The Democratic Party is the instrurr;ien
tality chosen to perform this duty; it is now endeavoring to 
honestly execute a public trust committed to it. Should we do 
as you did four years ago an outraged public opinion would at 
the next election relegate the Democratic Party to the "valley 
of the shadow of death," as it has your party, and the next 
Congress would be made up of members of the new Progressive 
Party, with as large a majority as we now enjoy. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. "GABDNER], one of 
the Republican leaders of . this House, in a speech the other day 
correctly described the predicament of his party. You will 
remember he said : 

We failed to move with tbe age. That was the head and front of 
our offending. 'l'he Republican chieftains could not adjust their views 
to modern schools of thought. They persisted in governing the country 
in their own way, not in the country's way, and so we came to grief. 
• • • It makes very little difference now whether the Pa~ne law 
was a fulfillment of my party's pledges, as I earnestly belleve, or 
whether it was a double-dealing, interest-controlled, diabolical perver
sion of our promises, as the country believes, or wishes to believe. The 
Nation does not want the Payne law; the Nation will not have the 
Payne law. 

Yet in the light of the testimony of so distinguished a wit
ness as the gentleman from :Massachusetts [l\Ir. GABDNER], the 
burden of the argument of gentlemen on the other side of this 
House is a plea that the old tariff rates of the Payne law be 
reenacted into the pending measure. The Democratic Party 
does" move with the age." The people have made their demands 
upon their Representatfres in no unmistaken tones, and it is the 
purpose of the Democratic side of this House to give the people 
not only what we think they should have but what they want. 
Aside from the matter of principle, we would indeed be dull if 
we failed to profit by your experience. 

Second. The next objection urged is that the t.ariff rates as 
laid in the pending measure are not "protective,'' but are com-

. petitive. In other words, the complaint is that the rates con
tained in this bill do not prevent or prohibit competition but 
encourage it. We at once plead guilty to this impeachment, 
and I might add that that is why many of us are here to-day. 
It was because the Republicans would not. " move with the 
age" but, rather, insisted upon granting special privileges to 
fayored manufacturers at the expense of the people that their 
forces in this Chamber are a shattered and dismembered minor-

ity~ one paramount objection to thls bill that has been 
~:~r~ll·~~~ough this debate is that the law does not provide 

for a nonpartisan tariff commission to ascertain the difference 
in the cost of production of goods and commodities at home and 
abroad. Gentlemen say the Congress should have accurate in
formation of facts concerning tariffs procured by a tariff board 
before it enacts a tariff law. They did not need a tariff com
mission to advise them wh~n they passed the McKinley bill nor 
the Dingley bill. They needed no tariff commission to advise 
them when they passed the Payne-Aldrich bill, increasing the 
tariff rates each time. Do gentlemen believe that "accurate 
information" is nnnecessary to increase the taxes of the people 
but Yery necessary to reduce them? · 

This is strange reasoning, bnt it is their position. They pro
vided for a commission in the Payne bill, but that was after 
they had fixed the rates, and their President deliberately 
vet-0ed measures passed by the last Congress for the relief of 
the people, because the Tariff Board bad not yet reported the 
facts concerning the schedules affected. Finally, after the 
T:niff Board did report upon those schedules and established 
th~ fact that reductions proposed by the Democratic measures 
were very consenatiYe, and r:fter the same bills were reenacted, 
tllen their President Yetoed the measures again for masons that 
were satisfactory to himself. 

AU these touching appeals in behalf of a tariff comm1ss1on 
are idle and, in my judgment, made for " home consumption." 
I question their good faith, for nobody knows better than the 
gentlemen on the Republican side of this Chamber that the 
Democratic Party wants all the information it can get con
cerning tariffs. Gentlemen know that in the last Congress the 
Democratic Party provided for the creation of a tariff commis
sion that is designed to be one of the permanent departments of 
this Government. Their Tariff Commission was found unsatis
factory, and the information it furnished proved to be incom
plete, fragmentary, and . unreliable. It refused to furnish 
sources of information to the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House of Representatives. .A.n expert em
ployed by it gave up his positi-0n in disgust and printed several 
articles exposing the methods of the Tariff Board, nnd detailing· 
facts tending to support the charge that their board was de
liberately suppressing and emasculating facts in order to sus
tnin the rates of the Payne-Aldrich ·Jaw, upon which both your 
pnrty and your 'rariff Board were repudiated by the country. 

The Democratic Party created the Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Commerce, with a tariff division, in connection with 
the Department of Commerce at the last session. This board 
bas e-ren more power than the Tariff Commission of the Taft 
administration. The important duties of the bureau, as pro
vided in the Democratic measure, which is now a law, are 
these: 

To ascertain, at as early a date as possible, and whenever industrial 
changes shall make it essential, the cost of producing artfcles at the 
time dutiable in the United States, in leading countries where such 
articles a1·e produced. lTy fully specified units of production, and under a 
classification showing the different elements of cost, or approximate 
cost. of such articles of production, in cluding the wages paid in such 
industries per day, week, month, or year or by the piece; and hours 
employed per day ; and the profits of manufacturers and producers of 
such articles; and the comparative cost of living and the kind of liv
ing; whnt articles arc controlled by trusts or other combinations of 
capital, bnsiness operations, or labor; and what effect said trusts or 
other combinations of capital, business operations, or labor have on· 
production and prices. 

This bureau was not of service in the writing of the pending 
measure, as Members well know, because the late Republican 
administration refused to authorize an appropriation for that 
purpose. But I give notice now, upon the authority of the 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. UNDERWOOD, 
the matchless leader of the majority of this House, that this 
new bureau, whose duty it is to procure the information you ap
parently so much desire now, will be vitalized by an appropria
tion at the present session. Gentlemen well know that under 
the Constitution of the United States this Congress has abso
lutely no power to delegate the making of a re•enue measure to 
n tariff commission, nonpartisan, bipartisan, or otherwise. 
They know that the most any bureau or commission can do is 
to furnish Congress with information. Tariffs are only pro
tided for the purpose of raising revenue, and can lawfully be 
provided for no other purpose. The Constitution expressly re
quires that all bil1s relating to revenue must originate in the 
House of Representatives. 

It is idle to talk of taking the tariff out of politics, but you 
can do what the people did last November-you can take de
signing politicians away from the tariff. Tariff making is 
merely tax levying, and it has been said that the science of 
taxation is the science of goy~rnment. This being true, how 
can the tariff question ever be taken out of politics? You can 
stop passing iaws that will put $7 in the pockets of a favored 
few while you .are putting $1 in the vaults of the United States 
Treasury, and that is exactly what lhe pending measure pro
poses to do. That is why the few who have so long been so 
greatly benefited by the enjoyment of the special privileges of 
high-tariff laws are so strenuously opposing this bill. 

The sincerity of the opposition of the bill upon the tariff 
commission grounds can be ascertained by a brief inquiry. 
Since the Constitution requires that all revenue bills must 
originate in the House of Representatives-and it would require 
an amendment to the Constitution to permit them to be origi
nated by a nonpartisan tariff commission-why have not either 
the Republican or the Progressive minorities in this Honse 
offered a bill to submit a .constitutional amendment to the sev-
eral States for ratification a orizing a "tariff commission" / 
to perform that function? · y 

One of the crowning tures of the pending measure is that 
it provides for a graduated income-tax law. Under the old 
tariff system of taxation the revenues of the Government have 
been raised by a tax upon the things which human beings use 
in providing food, clothing, and shelter fo1· themse1Yes, and this 
tax has been paid when these commodities of necessity and con
Yenience, or the means of procuring tlLem. r..re purchased. In 
other words, a tariff tax is a consumption tax. The poor man's 
family pays practically the same amount of taxes as the richest, 
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~ause the actual difference: in the- eonsumpti:on: between the , Mr.. HELL. Mr: Cmrirman, Ii regret very muchl that the time 
rich ma:n and the· poOT man. is· not gi:ea.t. In this wayr the pcr011' l is, SO' 11mited: that I am net permitted· tu make some general ob
mrrn is; r~ed to p:xy moreo tha;n his proportionate share of i servati-ons relating: m some of the.· speeches. tlr.1t have been pre--
the expense of the National· Govemnnent,. and; it i: tI> remedy tended a:nd feigned\ as; arguments agnins1r tlris- bill. Inasmueh 
thi.9 great iniustiee that the' De1ru:rcra.ti~ Party has ma-de a; very a: my time· is sa- limtted:, I will: confrn-e my lf :o some· remart:s 
substantial reduction in the ta:riff taxes, an.di to meet this: deft'- that I have prepared. 
ciency ea.use1:l by this. r.edue.tifm! provision is made i:Dl the· pend- Mr. Ch~irman,. I will not be ex:pected m the· brief trm~ allot
ing. hill .too- a: tax tll;)(}ll' the i:aeornes· e1t t1m well tG do- and the: ted to me- to. say anything that will cruxnge· the v.ote of a; single. 
rich,. as well :lS' the incomes· Q'L cori:mrrrtions. Ilepresenta.ttve an. thoe: other- side o-:f fillis Ha.use, bee, 1.lse they 

Under this new feafu:re· of taxation erum wi]J be ta:xe:d in pro,.. came- here wearing peeuliariy goggled gl.rrsse f nished a;nd 
IJOL"tion to the benefits of the GO\.ernment which: he: enJoys, as fitted. on. them by the sleek. pampered! ta vored few and spe
ev-idenced by his annual ineome. Under the present system the I eiaJly designed so that- their visions: ar.e ruways; and corrstan-tfy:' 
richer a man grows the les he pays; in relati-0n to his wrospe1·ity l focu ed. on the heaping hoards-of accumulated! J:"fches; they oove 
or income t6ward the expense- of run:nin . the Nation.al Gm·ern- 1 been giving to · them by legislating to- them a. " rea. nable 
ment. The pfilpose of this law is to make it necess:U.:'Y for en.ch ! profit" on their business. No one on your sid~ of the Hou e,, 
person to pay in proportion to bis. indi"idual: pro :perityr The i cnce- fitted up in this s-plendid1Jr fa hioned visar.-,. can see the. 
income> tar i-s not laid upon those wh'O e· incomes are les . tharu . othe1; side o-f a propgsition, and ne er will unie · the eourn:geolIS' 
$4,000 annually while those ~sons· whose i.D£oIDes exeeed thut let.der o:f the second great political p::ll'fy iru this: co.un:tcy gtves
amount are-Jl'equireu· to, pay a tax o:fi I per cent up.on the: amount yeo another spa.rrin<r match. In the event that he· does, he 
~er $4.000 In addition to this t:u. tE1.e lJmie:r:wood biH pco- will get your se-ealled goggl a.ad unle · you can muster more 
vides that an. additional tax of 1 per cent shalt be _paid upon: all patriotism than you now harv-e you surely m he- knocked ste.ne 
n.et incomes ill exces& o'f $20.000 and not o-ver $50,000; 2 per blindL 
cent addition-al upon all ineomes over.$50,000' n.n'd rrot over $100,- I was: very much am~~ the- othel! day wh'Ell the astute- gen-
000,. while an additional tax of 3 p~ cent i levied upon aJ;I net 

1 
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. :UONDEll], who- rulmo t lost his; Yoic-ei 

incomes of $100,000. The noi'.mal income tlliX levied upQil in.di'- ; yelling "so.up- house;" p1.·efa.ced hi~ remarks by saiyi:mz:: 
viduals is also levied upon the incomes of corporations witlr the- ' Viewing your Teg:islatiun as we do, on.r profound re..,'Tet. wl:t:h. regard' t<> 

ti b th • th ti · t titl' d t tll 1 it a.rises from the. fact that wblle you; alone a.re' responsifile, th evil 
e~ep on, · -O~evel"',. av e corpora on IS ll.6 · en e o e elreet:s- we anticipate- can net be con1fned to yorr oT tbose who agree with 
$4,000 exemptwn. yoi:r, but will tall as a de-:icll.y Mfg.lit upoil the whole body ot onr people-. 

Since thiff bill has bee?l introduced the Members of this Ho~ e Row easily a.nd truthfully be- might well ha:'\>e a:id. 
have been delug~ by cu;cuJar letters en~ o-ut by the, gre~t 1n- · Viewing our legislation as we do, ou.r profound regret with regard to 
surance compames of this country to· pohcyholders and s1gnecl tt arises from the. fact th:l.t. whil-e you aloae will be: rt!Bponsible for- de· 
by policyheld-ers and; mailed to the l\Iembers of the House. The priviDg our specially fa ore<f illdu tries from a furth contJlnua~e of 
}"' l ~ , .... 11· · .·. · fi· . ; j ii.: ilTeg:alized "re.a o:o.af>Ie: i;>vofit,',. wbfch \\le wished again to· antici' 
u.~ ~-es 3i 1-fiX. ap~n ~ msuranc:e co~pames except atei:nali pate: ruHI can now no Lon.get: be· con.fi'ned to OUll in tries- ou those wh0c 

s0c10tieS' a.rrd a:ssoc1a.tions not organized and eonducted for , a:;!ree wtdl us hut. the benefits_ ot the nderwoocI bill will fall as w 
finanefal profit. The raw expr:essl:y; exemp.ts from the operation, de.IighttuL godsend upon, the whole. body o-f our people. 
of the income-tax law the proceeds of a life' insa:ranee policy [App&Luse o.n tD.e- IJ€mocratic side.J 
paid upon death. but thia exemption. does. not seem to h~ s:itis- Ymir " re.'Tsonable-:g:rofit ·• sy tem of legi la.tion has made it: 
factory to the· b-fg insuranee 'wmpanies. They say that they are pas fbte to-day that you view the horrible spectacle of about 1() 
doing business upon the mutual plan. and by a system of adver- ; individuals in this country owning almost 90 per cent of, a.11 the 
tising have sueceedel:L i'n making. e>ery polic.yhohler b-elie-ve that j wettlth of the whole body of our American people. who have 
he is participating. in. all the vrofits of tile insura:IIee company. ; t.D.ougfit they were Iivi.'I:g under a free ffag and in a free country~ 
Yet a recent in-vestigaitiorr establi hed. the fact that $100.000 ; Almost all' ot t'.he speeches from the other side of the House 
wortlr of stock of the Equitable Co., o.f New York sold for declare to be in fayor of a ta riff tbat wur be fair to ootb the 
$3,000.000. It has assets amounting to more than $400 000,000. manufacturer and the con umer. And ye you say to enact. 

One hundred dollar shares of stock in the 1Etna Life were te- such a law yocr must tax one class to get a u reasonable profft ,,. 
ported to be worth more tll3.n $10,000; $.100 shares of MetropolitaTh , for t1'Le other. The t il lt of doing this is as dlfficult as it will 
iLife, $15,000; $100 shares of the Prudential, $17,000.. The at- f>e to find water nuturaUy flowing crphill'. Oh, bu~ y.ou say the: 
tempt of these great insurance. com.panies to have this H-0use ' consumer- does- no feel a-n indirect tax, a:nd then we pay our 
amend this bill so that it w111 n-ot apply to them was, in effect, I emphryE-s o much better wages under· this system. Now~ let 

• asking the C"ongress of the United States to grant that com- us see if this be true. 
pa.ny an exemption in tlle nature of a special privileO'e tb:a.t . The co t of living under yo.nr- system has in the last 10· years. 
would make the stock i.n their company, which is owned by i:ncrea ed about 50 per cent toe ery eorummer, and the average 
individuals. still fuc:rea-se in value by leaps 3:Ild hounds. The. : in rea: e in wages paid to the laboring ma-n is about 20 per c-ent. 
corporation tax as now Iu1d in this bill will not ha-ve the effect You w u.lcl therefore ha>e the wage earner belie>e tliat you can 
of embarrassing the rights of a single· policy.ho-Ider, but it may , take 9 ee.nt from him an girn, him back 2-0 and by that process· 
p1•ernnt the value of the: sh:ues, ef capital stoek from iMreasing make- him ultima.tely rich or we11 ofli fina11eiaTiy. Fol" yearsi 
to more enormous vaiues. '.I'Ili:s- tax is. one which does not · yoa. g t a:wny with this kind of argument, but you now find' that 
interfere with the. pod1eyholder, but has. to do with the income your fa.I e. and deceptive tfieo.ry will no longer wia [AQplause 
of· the stockholder,, rund I belie:v-e that this feature of the in- oru th-e Democratic side.] 
come-tax section of the proposed law is one of the most note- : If e--vecyb dy w :r SO- prosper.ans nnd the entire country wag 
worthy features of the entire act. · going along so well with it equal and fair taxation~ as yotf 

The enactment of the pending measure into law will pxov claim why did you not return to powe1r as formerly.? You, now 
to be the greatest achievement in revenue lawmaking of the re~ lize how false the: doctrines oc your "rea. onuble-profit money 
last 50 years. The !:um.er wJlo has been eompelled to sell an ·gods." which you e pouse and pt'oclaim, have been. 
Qt the products of fifs fhrm in the free markets of the worlf.l The protection theory of: taxation with a. "reasonable vroflt,, 
in c-ompetit:Wn with the world and who has, on the oth~r hand, · fou the manufactuTer will be suecessfut when it gives and 
heen compelled t& buy the- things he uses. and n.eeds in:. a pro- , legisJates a like. r asonabl:e PTOtli ta the men nd women and! 
tected speeia:l:.privileged. market. will find abundant relief in beysi and glrls: who a.re cFenti:ng the wealth. lf it is fair, as 
this measure. The. labore.r and mechanic who have been com~ · you ~ w it to- fe"'islatei u "-reasonable pi:ofit ·~ to one man or 
peDed to. sell their labor. in the free-traoo labor markets. o.f the <tlass o1l. men;, it is equally us fail!' to legislate a rea:sonablei 
world and: yet been c.ompeJiecI to, bu:y all of' the necessaries o:fl profit! w all other men:,. women, :u:rd children who. create this' 
life :mdi their tools· of iudu try in a protected special-pt'ivHe-ged- wondel!'ful profit. Then it would' be that more than 0..000.000J 
market, will find great relief: This bill metes out ju-stice to the wage ea:.rn:er in thi c0untry wouid share in all these fab.uiou:si 
poor as wen as the rich~ It is written iTh th.e. interests of the 1 creations of wealth. That th~11y of legi 1 tion would b~ 
vine-dad rottage- as well as the- stately mansion. It is written. : UI1£.onstitu.tion:l1 Dd yo.U! kn-0 it. Then, any the.ory of " rea
to encomage the thrift of our ma.nhtlod and womanhood. It 1 sonabie. ~rofit,. 1-egtslationi to a'Ily elass is unconstitutional. · 
will rebuild and reestabli9h. the American: mei;e.ba.nt marine, On aeeount ot this: theoi:y o:C taxation you find' yourselves 
which will benr fh.e products- of our Ta.oor, our factories, and; the miserable rerun.an •f, & once popuklr party_ The- few of: 
ou.F :fields to other cfimes. rt is the first great Democratic· stepi yon who are here to-day do· not agree- upon a plan of atta-:
to equalize the burdens of Government am-ong the noople and• aga.ins.t. the grea.t majol'ity on this: side of the House. 'l'he only
tends. to e.qunlize the opportunity of every citizen for liberty propositi&n you ClJil unite upon is to yeU "soup hou e " and 
lllld the pursuit of hap11inesz:sI is the fruit of the great dgc- · "panic-'' Your tracks in the golden sands o-f this Republic 
trine "equnJ rights to all and ecial privileges- to. none .. " [Ap- · have overtaken. you, because the.y wer.e· made by the Ugh of a 
pfause 011 Dernocrntic sjde.] · false· theory. You are wiping them out by tha part of° your 

Mr. UJSDEilWOOD. l\.Ir. ·rman., I yi:el:d to the gentleman anatomy where the gentleman from Wyoming [~'1r. l\lo:"TDF.l.L} 
:from Illinois [Mr. HILLJ. said the Democratic badge is w-0rn. [Applause on the Demo-
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cratic side.] You are now leaving only a blurred mark on this 
same sand. And you have left a very marked blur upon the 
happiness and contentment of 6,000,000 wage earners. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] . 

In the past you have promised relief and were relied upon to 
give it and returned to power only to do what you had promised 
you would not do. On these promises for the four presidential 
elections, preceding the last one, your party came in by an 
overwhelming vote of the people. Your promises were broken 
as. fast as you could break them. In the campaign of 1908 you 
and your leader, Mr. Taft, specifically promised to give relief 
by revising the ta riff downward. It was revised not downward, 
but upward, and then procla imed as the best tariff law ever 
enacted by Congress. It is the law made following the cam
paign when your platform defined a protective tariff to be one 
that "equals the difference in the cost of production at home 
and abroatl, together with a 'reasonable profit' to the Ameri
can industries." It was the finishing touch of fancy Republican 
legislation, in utter violation of their solemn pledge to the 
people. Again in the last campaign, after a spectacular con
vention in Chicago last June, where many of your honest and 
courageous men told you what not to do, and in the face of this 
warning, intoxicated with the glory of former delusions, you 
put your 0. K. upon what you had done for the past four years 
and former administrations and put your clumsy leader on the 
pike for a second beat. Yes, your candidates and your "reason
ble-profit" theories came in in these former four elections by 
an overwhelming vote, but went out at the last election by 
unanimous consent. 

If about 10,000 votes had been properly placed in the puny 
States of Utah and Vermont, you never would have been beard 
of at the roll call of electors when the vote for President was 
taken. 

In the infamy of your false doctrines birth was given to a 
new and not third party, but a second party. It is the Pro
gressive Party, made up of men who do not fear to do what 
they think is right. And under the terms of their program or 
contract or platform with the people, as they may choose to 
call it, they are pledged to vote with us on the tariff until they 
can secure a scientific nonpartisan tariff commission. Some 
Republicans are inclined to dislike Progressives because Repub
lican downfall is attributed to them. They are not to be blamed. 
They nor no other intelligent person could tell what you would 
do by what you said. It reminds me of the adage "The truth 
itself is not believed from one who often has deceived." They 
did not know where you would go nor what you would do. It 
reminds me of an Irish sculptor who came to this country. The 
Irishman found work at his trade. In going to and from his 
work he was accustomed to pass a graveyard. One morning as 
he went to work he saw a newly erected monument in the grave
yard and went over to see it. Upon viewing it he fonnd it to 
be the monument of Patrick O'Brien, of Kilkenny, Ireland, which 
was the home of the sculptor, and being a fellow countryman he 
took time to read the inscription, which was: 

As you are now, so once was I; 
As I am now, you, too, shall be; 
Prepare thyself and follow me. 

All day long the sculptor thought over this epitaph, and that 
night as he started home he took his chisel and underneath the 
inscription chiseled these words: 

To follow you is not my intent 
Until I know which way you went. 

[Laughter.] 
So it is; no one was warranted, except the officeholders and 

favored few, in following the Republican Party. 
In the last campaign it was announced from one end of this 

country to the other by the Republicans and Progressives that 
this country would be ruined if the Democratic Party went into 
power. Misery, want, and starvation would be everywhere 
throughout our land and country. I hardly believe they actualJy 
thought so. No one believes that Repu.blicans and Provressives 
are not patriotic. If they are patriotic, as all believe, and they 
actually thought that if the Demo~rats should come into power 
misery, want, suffering, and starvation woul:l go into every 
nook, corner, and recess of this fair land over which Old Glory 
proudly waves, ever and ever bespeaking "the land of the free 
and the home of the brave," then they would have joined hands 
and gone to the ballot box on November 5 like true patriots 
and good Samaritans to save this country and its people. 

Good patriotic people to-day everywhere throughout this land 
and country will lend their help and votes to pass the Under
wood tariff bill and all measures that the people of this country 
demanded by their votes, instead of singing swan songs of the 
dying and fatted, favored few. 
-. Much has been said to the effect that Thomas Jefferson was a 
high protectionist. None who know his history and his teachings 

will ever become so blinded as to believe it. As has been snid 
here in this committee by my colleague from II linois [~fr. 
STRINGER], Jefferson advocated nothing in all his cr. reer that 
would tax all the people for the benefit of the few. No Repub-· 
lican in former years ever considered any of J efferson's utter
ances as tending toward the protective or "reasonable-profit" 
theory o:t the Republicans of to-day. It is a new discovery by 
the latter-day saints of the shattered remnant. 

No one will dispute the fact that under the system of gov
ernment handsomely rendered us by the .Republicans for the 
last 50 years, nine-tenths of all the wealth of the country has 
aggregated into the hands of about 10 persons. Now, sup 110 e 
we take a glance at what was said by Lincoln, whose every 
heart throb was wholly and completely in sympathy with the 
masses. He is the idol of all Republicans. Just a few duys 
before his assassination he wrote : 

It has indeed been a trying hour for the Republic, but I see iu the 
near future a crisis arising which unnerves me and causes me to 
tremble for tl;le future of my country. As a result of war, corpora tions 
have been enthroned, an era of corruption in hlgh place will follow, 
and the money power of the country will endeavor to prolong its 
reign by working upon the prejudices of the people until all wealth 
ls aggregated in a few hands, and the Repubhc is destroyed. I feel 
at this time more anxiety ' for the safety of my country . than ever 
before-even in the midst of war. God grant that my fears may 
prove groundless. 

Mr. Chairman, corporations were enthroned after the close 
of the Civil War by special tariff taxation. Ah, who would 
say that an era of corruption in high place had not followed 
when you have an abundance of undeniable testimony that 
corporations and the money power of this country have made 
public officials in the legislatures of this country and molded 
legislation in their favor in retum for their liberal support. Is 
there any doubt but that the .money power is endeavoring to 
prolong its reign by working upon the prejudices of the people 
when it tries to scare the wage earn~rs and laborers by howl
ing "soup houses," "panic," starvation, and destruction when 
it ' finds its past favors now slipping from it. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

All know that by this system for the last 50 years the wealth 
of this country has been aggregated in the hands of a few. 
Then the prophecy of the great Lincoln is being daily verified. 

Again he wrote : 
I affirm it as my conviction that class laws, placing capitai above 

labor, are more dangerous to the Republic at this hour than chattel 
slavery in the days of its haughtiest supremacy. Labor is prior to 
and above capital and deserves much higher consideration. 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
This was a great prophecy. The day of this dreaded dream 

of the immortal Lincoln has dawned. Corporations and money 
lords beat and throttle the body politic, all because they are and 
have been receiving a legislated "reasonable profit" at the ex
pense of labor and the masses. · 

"Is there no balm in Gilead?" Yes, Mr. Chairman; there is. 
The people spoke with no uncertainty at the last election at the 
rate of about eleven and one-half millions to three and a half 
millions against the past policy of the Republican Party. And it 
is our duty now to release the people from that unjust and un
righteous system of taxation. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Trusts and monopolies by the hundreds have entwined this 
fair land of ours under this system within the last 50 years. 
Honest competition bas been stifled and driven out. No man 
dares to enter into business without first bowing down his head 
to kiss the toe of these hydra~headed monsters of greed and 
avarice to obtain their consent. Trusts, indeed, have been 
enthroned, and our Republican friends say they must be fur
ther protected and given a "reasonable profit." So reasonable 
has that profit been under this protection that they all can and 
do make and manufacture American products here ln our own 
country, pay the freight on these products of their factories 
from here to England, Germany, Russia, and many other for
eign lands, and there sell them in competition with the prod
ucts of those countries cheaper than they can sell them to the - -
American people at the doors of their factories. Protect an 
industry at home so much that it can not treat you with the 
same respect that it does the foreigner. Even American sugar 
sells cheaper in London than at home. Goel forbid that I may 
ever give support or sanction to such a law. -

Let all such laws be outlawed. Let us have an end of all 
special legislation, except for patriotic service. 

If a manufacturer is paid $30 for a suit of clothes under the 
tariff, which without tariff could have been bought for $16, the 
wage worker who earned the $30 and bought the suit is robbed 
of $14. The law compels him to pay $30 for $16 worth of goods; 
compels .him to work for half price and buy for double price. 
The manufacturer gets a clear gift ·of $14. Such laws are 
wealth to the industry. They are poverty and death to the 
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wage earner. Trusts and monopolies have the right idea and 
clever methods. Its their infernal rapacity for greed that pre
vents them from declaring a general increase in wages of from 
50 to 300 per cent and an almost equal reduction in selling price 
and still amass multiplied thousands annually. By them the 
people are plundered. Competition is killed, bought out, or 
star...-ed out. They are conscienceless and unpatriotic. They 
know less n bout conscience than Balnam's ass knew about the 
principles of Hebrew grammar. Never again let it be said that 
this ha been a Government of the rich, by the rich, and for 
the benefit of the rich. 

Mr. Chairman and Democratic colleagues, in the beginning of 
the nineteenth century it was Napoleon's ambition, greed, and 
lust for power that not only prompted him to become conqueror 
of the French and Spanish empires, but also to try to become 
conqueror of the sea. It was Lord Nelson who was in command 
of the British Mediterrnnean fleet. With only 13 ships he sailed 
to the We t Tndie after the enemies' fieet, which numbered 30. 
Not finding them there he saiJed back in pursuit. Lord Nelson 
obeyed orders, and on the 21st day of October in 1805 came in 
conflict with the conqueror. Nelson said in plain and force:Cul 
words to bis soldiers, " England expects e.-ery man to do his 
duty"; and the battle of Trafalgar was won and England saved 
from invasion. . 

In the campaign last year, which ended on No•ember 5, the 
DemoC'ratic Party came into its own, and now has a plain duty 
to perform to save our people from further invasion, 3Jld the 
concordant cry e'\"erywhere is that the great Democratic Party 
expects every Democrat to do his duty. You will do your duty 
by voting for the Underwood tariff bill. The country expects it 
and Democracy demands it, and then it is the favored few will 
receive the scriptural injunction : 

Go to, now, ye rich men, weep and howl for your miseries that shall 
come upon you. Your rich~ a.re corrupted and your garments are moth 
eaten. Your gold and sUver is cankered, and the rust of them shall be a 
witness against you, and shall eat your flesh as it were fire. Ye have 
heaped treasure together tor the last days. . 

And the people will be blessed. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Mr. U1''DERWOOD. Does the gentleman from l\iassachusetts 
desire to proceed nctw? 

l\ir. GARDNER. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
MURDOCK]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CHANDLER]. [Applause.] 

Mr. CHANDLER of New York. Mr. Chairman, I know little 
about the tariff, but, strange to say, though a modest and 
retiring man, I have suffered from no embarrassment what
ever from any private conversations on the subject that I have 
had with any Member of this House. My excuse for speaking 
at a11 upon the tariff is the justification of COL Ingersoll for 
discussing the immQrtality of the soul. He said that where 
nobody knew everybody had a right to guess. 

Now, after listening to the tariff discussions of a week I 
have some very positive convictions, with a few reservations. 
I know perfectly well that the Democrats are wrong. I also 
know perfectly well that the Republicans are wrong, and at 
times I have serious doubts about the Progressives. [Laughter.] 

I wlsh to deprecate, in the very beginning, the spirit of 
partisanship and sectionalism that pervades the tariif discus
sions in this Hou e. I do not intend by this to read a lecture 
to anyone or to rebuke anybody. You know that the Progres
siYes are nonpartisan. We have in our party all kinds of people 
of good qualities. I do not see why Democrats and Republicans 
should be eternally at each others throats. I do not see why 
sectionalism should forever embitter the debates in Congress. 
The historical Democratic Party is entitled to the gratitude. 
homage, and love of the world. The historical Republican 
Parfy is equally entitled to the love, homage, and gratitude of 
mankind. When we look backward across a century and a 
qu:irter of magnificent national history we see that the two 
great parties founded by Jefferson and by Lincoln have divided 
almost equally the glittering prizes and splendid triumphs of 
American public life. The first half century was a period of 
almost unbroken Democratic triumph. Federalists, Whigs, and 
Know-Nothings occasionally dotted an " i " or crossed a "t," 
but the great chapters of our early history were written by 
Democrats. The great founder of the Democratic Party is said 
to have written the Declaration of Independence, assisted by 
about four others. Louisiana, Florida, and Texas were added 
to the Union during the early Democratic r~gime. In other 
words, Democrats rounded out the early Republic from sea to 
sea. And any Republican who does not view with patriotic 
pride the Democratic achievements of all those years is an 
incomplete and unpatriotic citizen. [Applause.] 

Then came the Republican Party, with a m1ss1on almost di
vine-to free the slave :md maintain the Union and to build 
upon the foundation laid by Democrats a finer form of a better 
political civilization. Daring these 50 years of almost unbroken 
rule this masterful party witnessed the emancipation of a race, 
carried to the benighted of distant land our language, our 
literature, and our laws, builded the most marvelous indu trial 
civilization known to the children of men. and in every struggle 
of its magnificent career carried above the embattled ho ts, and 
ofttimes through clouds of darkness and despair, in one hand 
the torch of progress and in the other the tarry banner of the 
free. And any Democrat who does not stand with uncovered 
head in the presence of the record of the Republican Pnrty is 
likewise an incomplete and unpatriotic citizen. [Applau e.) In 
other words, the great achievements of both the Democratic and 
Republican Parties are the common heritao-e of all Americans 
everywhere. These considerations should de troy all unpatri
otic desire to malign and mi represent. 

But I have not eulogized these two political parties for mere 
purposes of amusement or pastime or from any desire to please 
or conciliate. I have done it simply as a protest against the 
attempt to substitute personality for argument and to use the 
shibboleth of sectionalism as a means of winning applause. 

We Progressi•es sincerely hope that the adoption of our 
national program will de troy sectionalism and promote politi
cal fraternity in the Nation by offering to all the voters of the 
land, men and women alike, from North, East, South, and Wet, 
a · program of principles and a medium of political expression 
that will be acceptable to them. 

I wish at this time to pay my respects to the venera.ble leader 
of one of the minorities on this floor. My distinguished col
league from New York [l\Ir. PAYNE] quoted figures this morning 
to show that in a few months or years there will be nothing 
left of the Progressive Party. Rnt, unfortunately for an ex
haustive discussion of the subject, the gentleman did not go 
far enough. He told you what had happened in St. Loui , in 
Chicago, and in Nassau County, N. Y., but he did not tell you 
what happened in Massachusetts at the recent special election 
for a Member of Congress. He did not tell you that in the 
first national election after last November, in the first election 
in which national issues were considered, the Progressive Party 
sulJstantially maintained its own, while the Republican Party 
lost 45 per cent of its vote. [Applau e.] He failed to st::ite 
that with the personality of Roosevelt out of it, with the theft 
of the Chicago convention out of it, and with the moral con
siderations that entered into the last campaign entirely re
moved, the Progressive Party in Massachusetts served notice 
upon the world that it had come to stay. [Applause.] 

I also wish to pay my respects to my distinguished colleague 
from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN]. On la t Saturday afternoon he 
treated the House to a most •extraordinary performance. Ile · 
sought to discuss the tariff by ridiculing and defaming the 
Progressives and Roosevelt. He called attention to the very 
few Progressive Members in this body and derisively sought to 
locate them here and there. He showed, by doing this, that he 
was ignorant of the true philosophy of history. Ile ought to 
know that quantity does not count, but that quality does. He 
ought to know that in the magnificent developments of the 
civilization of this earth numbers and masses have counted for 
little. He ought to know that Emerson was right when he 
said, "All history resolves itself very easily into the biouraphy 
of a few stern, stubborn characters," and that when we ay 
France we do not mean France, we mean Charles the Great, 
Henry IV, Louis XIV, and Napoleon Bonaparte. 

He ought to know that bis own party, the Democratic, is but 
the lengthened shadow of a single man; that the Reformation 
sprang from the brain of Luther, and that Christianity came 
from the teachings of a few unlettered fishermen casting nets 
for a livelihood in the waters of Gennesaret. 

Furthermore, a becoming spirit of gratitude and candor 
would have suggested to him that it was nothing but right and 
just to say to you that behind the 19 Progre she Congres men 
in this House stands a >ast army of more than 4,000,000 voters, 
who love their country better than their party and are more 
than willing to sacrifice all the traditions of party politics to 
realize the highest good for the Commonwealth. And before 
the distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] as
sumes to make fun of the Progressive Party he should remem
ber that in the electoral college our party cast eleven times as 
many votes as bis party. Our party registered 88 electoral 
votes, while his party received only 8. Yon should not forget 
these figures, and above all things you should not lose a proper 
sense of humor nor a sense of the due proportions of history. 
A proper sense of humor would have kept the gentleman from 
Alabama [.Mr. HEFLIN] from referring derisively to the few 
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Progressi"rns in ' thfs House. A proper sense of gratitude would 
have also deterred him. Instead of delivering a bitter tirade 
against the Pl"ogressiyes he should have made this kind of 
speech: 

"My little Progre ive friends, you ·are welcome here. We 
are glad to see you, for if you had not been here there would 
have been no Democratic majority. [Applause.] Stand pat. 
Do not be -afraid ; we will protect you if the Republicans get 
after you. Do not feel bad in your present isolation. We 
know bow you feel; we have felt that way ourselves. We were 
in your fix for a half century, excepting a few short years. We 
were a sad, small, hopeless, humiliated minority, and if i t had 
not been for you Progressives we would still be wandering 
around in the same desert in which the public had confined us 
for nearly 50 years." [Applause.] 

I respectfully suggest that this would have been the proper 
speech, under the circumstances. Instead, like a big bully just 
out of jail, he jumped on the first small boy he met. 

Then be saw fit to take a fling at· Roosevelt. He referred to 
the suggestion once made by Roosevelt that the inscription, " In 
God we trust," should be removed from our gold dollar. Now, 
my esteemed colleague should not have made a reference of 
that kind.. Roosevelt suggested that this be done as an act of 
reverence, in order to separate the kingdom of God from the 
kingdom of :Mammon. [Applause.] Furthermore, I respect
fully suggest to Democratic Congressmen and to the Demo
cratic Party that they should not refer to nor tamper with the 
gold dollar. [Applause.] Under the leadership of Dick Bland 
for nearly three decades and during the free-Silver saturnalias 
of Bryan they used every endeavor to degrade the gold dollar 
in every market of the world. I repeat that Democrats should 
be careful in their behavior toward this coin. 

Again, the mme distinguished gentleman called Roosevelt " a 
wild man from Africa" and in the same breath invoked the 
spirit of Andrew Jackson upon a Democratic Congress. When 
Jackson went to Salisbury to study law they called him "the 
most roaring, rollicking, game-cocking, horse-racing, card-play
ing, mischieYous fellow ever seen in this town." But, mind you, 
thls was only the boy, the stripling, the sapling, if you please. 
This was not "Old Hickory,"' the grown-up tree, with gnarled 
branches and ripened trunk. 

Jackson once killed a man named Charles Dickinson fn :t 
duel; he threatened to hang Calhoun as high as Haman; tried 
to horsewhip Thomas Benton; challenged Gen. Winfield Scott 
to a duel; oYerran Florida without Executive orders and had 
two eminent British gentlemen hanged, thereby nearly bringing 
us into a war with Great Britain and Spain; and, when Presi
dent, broke up his Cabinet by his own headstrong violence. 
This was the mild-mannered man whose spirit was invoked in 
this House by a Democratic Congressman in the same breath 
that he employed to call Roosevelt the wild man from Afiica.. 

I have referred to Jackson and Roosevelt in this connection 
only to illustrate to you the ludicrous inconsistency of a Demo
cratic mind engaged in congressional debate. [Laughter.] But 
a more serious matter now confronts us. My esteemed col
league from Alabama seriously asserted that Roosevelt had 
never hurt or " busted" a trust. Now, what connection Roose
velt's record as a " trust buster" has with the discussion of the 
tariff I do not know. I am aware that there is a th~ory that 
the tariff is the mother of the trusts. Indeed, a distinguished 
gentleman only to-day asserted in this House that the tariff 
was " an incubator of the trusts." :Maybe so and maybe not. 
We know as a matter of fact that England is loaded down with 
trusts, and yet they ·have no tariff over there. But if the gen
tleman from Alabama thinks to identify Roosevelt and the Pro
gressive Party, if he seeks to find an inseparable connection 
between tlie tariff and the trusts, and if in the same breath he 
censures and ridicules the Progressives and Roosevelt by charg
ing that Roosevelt never hurt or "busted" any of the trusts, 
and that the Progressives are therefore not to be believed when 
they say that if intrusted with power they wm revise the tariff 
or curb the trusts, then let me say that we accept the chal
lenge and join the issues offered. 

I shall now proceed to show that -Roosevelt curbed, crippled, 
destroyed, and " busted " more trusts than all the Presidents 
of the Republic who went before him. [Applause.] In the lan
guage of Thomas Jefferson, "let facts be submitted to a candid 
world." I am going to quote you two editorials from two great 
Democratic papers to prove that Roosevelt during his term as 
President was the greatest trust "buster " of the earth. [Ap
plause.] I want to offer this proof at this time and make it a 
matter of record, because the Progressives are going to introduce 
antitrust legislation in this body a little later on, and we want 
Democrats and Republicans to know in advance what Roose
velt's record on the trust question is and where it may be found. 

I shall read you first an editorial :from the New York World, 
an able, brilliantly edited, independent Democratic jouTntt.l. At 
the time this editorial was written the· judgment of the World 
was absolutely unbiased. There was no reason for coneeal
ment or misrepresentation. A full, free, and unbiased state
ment of facts was intelligently and fearlessly utter~d. I read 
this editorial alI the more cheerfully and unhesitatingly, be
cause in politics as in law, the most valuable testimony is that 
drawn from a hostile witness~ And this editorial of the New 
York World, a Democratic organ, and an ardent advocate of 
the clection of Judge Parker in 1904. of Bryan in 1908, and of 
Wilson in 1912, is by far the bitterest denunciation o:f Demo
crats and the completest vindication of Roosevelt, in the matter 
of trusts, to be found in the politiea1 literature of this generation. 
This editorial was written the day following the decision of the 
UnHed States Supreme Court in the Northern Securities case in 
1904. Let me read it. The · title of the editorial is simply 
"Facts," and they are numbered in parentheses from 1 to 6. 
The World Rays: 

(1) The antitru t law was framed by 8! Republican. wag passed by a 
Rept~blican House and a Republican Senate, was signed byi a Republican 
Prc~1dent. 

(2) The law remained a dead letter on the statute books during the 
entire second term of Grover Cleveland. a Democratic President. 
Through those four yea rs of Democratic administratio.n all' app-eals and 
~ll efforts of the World to have th<! law enforced were met wtth sneers, 
Je.ers, and open contempt from a Democrp.tic Attorney GeneTal. Richard 
Orney, ~ho pretended that the law wa.s unconstitutional, and who would 
do nothing toward prosecuting violators of it. 

[Applause:-] 
<3) The fir~ efi'.ort t? enforce the law was made by Tlieodore Roose

velt, a Republlcan PreSJdent. The first Attorney General to vigorously 
prosceute offenders and to- test the law was a Republlcan Attorney Gen
eral. Philander C Knox. 

(4) The. decision of the Supreme Court o.f the United States, given 
as a finality from which there is no appeal upholding tlle law as 
perfectly constitutional and absolutely impregnaMe in every respect, 
as the World Mr 12 years constantly insisted, was due to five judrres 
every one ·of whom is a Republican. "' ' 

(5) The dissenting minority of the court included every Democratic 
judg-e of that tribunal, to wit: Chief Justt-c Fuller, of Illinois Mr. 
.TusHce White, of Louisiana, and Mr . .Justice Peckham of New 'York 
All those distinguished Democrats not only voted against tbe con: 
stitutionality of the law, but den~ced it as a dang~ to the Republic. 

[Applause.] 
And here is the milk in the coconut: 
(6) Under these circumstances it d-0es not seem probal>le that the 

Democrats can make great capital in seeking to monopolize the anti.
trust issue and charging the Republican Party with the e.rime o.f being 
owned body and soul by the trusts. 

[Applause.] 
It is just as well tC> record some plain truths, however un

pleasant or surprising. Such is the exact language of . the New 
York World,. the leading .Democratic journal in the East, writ
ten in 1904, when there was n<> inducement to misrepresentation 
or concealment 

Oh, but you say, these are glittering generalities. You have 
used fine rheotric, but you have failed to tell us- what trnsts 
he bas curbed or destroyed. Then I will enomera te. I will cite 
another editorial from a Democratic paper, the New York Times 
of June 22,_ 1906. Remember that this paper is now alsO' no 
friend of Roosevelt, although it was friendly to him at the time 
the editorial was written. The Times said : 

Waiting with the crowd at Trondhjam to see King Haakon crowned, . 
Mr. William J. Bryan being importuned for an expression of opinion 
upon ·Democratic chanees of success in 1908 made no direct answer 
bnt shaped his thoughts on another subject in this language:- " I will 
say this, the next electi-0n will decide whether America is to swfillow 
the trusts or the trusts are to swallow America." 

That is the subject. That is the text. Here is the discomse 
or sermon of the Times on that subject: 

Much has eseai;>ed the attention and knowledge ~t Mr .. Bi-yan daring 
bis travels. Evidently he has not seen the American newspapers. If 
he had, he would know that so far from trying to swallow Am<lrica, or 
any other solid food, most of the trusts are now too scared to eat 
anything. They are taking thought, not wherewithal they shall be fed, 
but how they shall be saved. One look Into the hunting room of the 
White House would convince Mr. Bl'yan that he is far, very far behind 
the times-that he is p1·ophesying ot past events, beating in doors 
already wide open, and gl"8vely concerning bhnself with superfluous 
works. There hang the beads of a larger number and wider variety ot 
octopedean monsters than could . be found In any other gentleman's 
collection. Moreover, the Lncomparable hunter is still at it, panting 
maybe with the exertion incident to past triumphs, but flushed with 
the joy of present pursuit and bigger bags yet to be made. 

We invite l\Ir. Bryan's attention to the lengthening roll ot trusts, 
trade restrainers, monopolizing corporations, and other isolated of-, 
fenders recently chastened or still under chastisement. 

There is tbe 'l'obacco Trust, compelled by the dedsi-On ot the court 
to lay bare its guilty secrets and yield up the presidents of two ot its 
constituent companies to indictment. In a proceeding begun under the 
Sherman Act the Paper Trust has been bidden to discontinue it~ 
unlawful pl'ice-tixing arrangements. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Wonld_it bother the gentleman it I should 
ask him one que..<mon? 

Mr. -OHANDLER of New York. Not at all. 
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Mr. HARDWICK. Was this before the Tennessee Coal & 
Iron incident, or afterwards? 

l\fr. CHANDLER of New York. This was in 1906. The gen
tleman knows the dates. This was published June 22, 1906. 

Mr. LAFFERTY. That was before the Tennessee Coal & 
Iron report. 

Mr. CHANDLER of New York. Yes; before it. Listen now. 
I will give you an enumeration, if you want them : 

The Drag Trust has been enjoined, both as an association and as 
individuals, not to continue In effect retailers' pric.e lists fixed by the 
manufacturers. 

The Federal sleuths are on the trail ot the Gunpowder Trust with 
explosive intent. 

Against the Fertilizer Trnst 80 indictments have been found, and 
suits arc under way to break up an unlawful combination between cot
tonseed oil mills and phosphate works. 

We need not dwell upon the awful drubbing administered to the Beet 
Trust, which is about to pass under the discipline o! rigid Federal 
Jnspectlon ot Jts prnducts. Furthermore, in Kansas City, the other day, 
three great packing concerns, and the very ones that have been so 
shown up in Chicago, were found guilty by a Federal jury o! accepting 
unlawful rebates from the railroads. • 

The Standard Oil Co., the biggest and most formidable o! all the 
trusts, is writhing under Commissioner Garfield's exposure o! its 
monopolistic and forbidden practices, and shivers in daily expectation 
of a summon to court. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad Co. was punished for departing from 
its published freight rates ln transporting coal to New England under 
a contract with the New Haven Road. 

The New York Central Road has been investigated for giving rebates 
to the wicked Sugar Trust. 

The great and proud Pennsylvania Rallroad has been shamed b~ the 
Interstate Commerce Commission's disclosure of its promiscuous bribery 
of its subordinate officials by independent coal operators. 

Then there is the rate bill, which puts all the freight systems of the 
country under Federal regulation as to their freight charges; which 
makes pipe lines, sleeping cars, and express companies common carriers, 
thus bringing them under Government control, and which decrees the 
divorcement of product and traffic from transportation, making it neces
sary for the coal roads to part with their _ mine properties. 

I want you to bear in mind that I am reading this in answer 
to the declaration that Roosevelt had never bu§ted or hurt n 
single trust. · 

Mr. Bryan knows, of course, what has happened to the great Insur
ance companies. Their power of control over finance, business, and 
legislation has been broken. 

Bear in.mind that this is a Democratic paper talking all the 
time. 

Now, here concludes the Times: 
This is a list of achievements with which the most ambitious Presi

dent might be content, upon which he might be well satisfied to rest 
his reputation. But it is not enough for Theodore Roosevelt. " I should 
dearly love to roast a Quaker," said Sidney Smith. Being asked by 
one of his listeners if he had considernd that the Quaker would suffer 
acutely during the process, be replied : " I have considered everything." 
Mr. Roosevelt ls now, according to report, resolved not to roast. but 
to imprison one great railroad president as an example to the others. 
All the great railroad presidents have been invited by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to come and tell their story and submit to 
cross·examlnation. They are summoned by invitation or suggestion, 
rather than by subprena, in order that the proceeding may give them 
no immunity from indictment and the jaiJ. An invitation extended 
in this spirit is naturally most alluring. At the proffer of these hos
pitable attentions their bosoms glow with the grateful joy with which 
the condemned criminal regards the headman shal·pening his ax or 
the piratP.'s captive watches the crew projecting over the ship's side the 
P,lank he is to walk. 
' Could men in that frame of mind, men sweating in guilty terror and 

ready to scream with fright at their impending doom, be at the same 
time formulating plans for· swallowing America? Mr. Bryan has chosen 

• the wrong issue again. Long before he sees the tally sheet of the con-
• vention roll call which his Democratic friends expect will make him 
their candidate the trusts will sleep under the blossoming daisies. 
The acts of Congress and the decisions of the court have already tamed 
them and are in a way to make them as harmless as cooing doves. 
Mr. Roosevelt says that Secretary Taft is the only Republican who can 
beat Mr. Bryan in 1908. 

[Laughter.] 
I haye to read this whole editorial. [Laughter.] 
Now, if Mr. Bryan comes to America to engage in a warfare upon the 

trusts anybody can beat him. He will be fighting not windmills, but 
ghosts of dead things. It is the conservatism of Mr. Bryan in com
parison with the radicalism ot Mr. Roosevelt that has newly com
mended him to attention and dawning confidence. Possibly he might 
make headway as a friend and protector of distressed corporations. 
Q'he work of trust smashing has been swift and rude. Mistakes have 
been made of which time and experience wlll suggest the needed cor-
1·ection. Inevitably there will be reaction against radicalism. It is in 
the field of conservative statesmanship that Mr. Bryan will find his 
opportunity. • 

Mr. CLINE. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. CHANDLER of New York. I can not yield; my time is 

so limited. 
l\Ir. CLINE. Just for a second. I wanted to ask whether in 

that list of prosecutions or investigations the Harvester Trust 
is mentioned? 

Mr. CHANDLER of New York. This was in 1906, and Mr. 
noose..-elt had not yet gone out of office. There is no mention 
here of ·the successful conclusion of the suits against the Stand
ard Oil Trust and the Tobacco Trust. The suggestion has been 
made that nothing ever came out of it that amounted to any-

thing, but I wish to remind the gentleman that Roosevelt was 
not the judiciary of the country. 

Mr. HARDY. Is there any mention there made of his having 
invited Paul Morton into his Cabinet? 

Mr. CHANDLER of New York. You have heard -the entire 
editorial. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. Is there any mention there-
Mr. CHANDLER of New York. Before I yield I will ask the 

Chairman how much time I have remaining. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has one minute remaining. 
Mr. CHANDLER of New York. Gentlemen, I am not halt 

through my speech, and I have only one minute. I will ask if I 
may have an extension of five minutes. 

The OHAIR~"N". The time is within the control of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GABDNER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER of New York. But I want t understood 
that I am not here to defend Mr. Roosevelt. He needs no de
fense from me. His official record is bis impregnable defense. 
His public career is the pride of his countrymen, the ornament 
of history, and the wonder of the world. [Applause.] His in
fluence for civic righteousness falls like a perpetual benediction 
upon his countrymen everywhere. He is the grandest combina
tion of conscience, heart, and brain beneath our flag, and 
monuments will be dedicated to him long after the small
calibered peanut politicians of the American Congress who seek 
to deride and defame him have passed into merited oblivion and 
into dust. [Applause.] 

Now, let me say in conclusion that there are many things in 
the pending tariff bill that I favor. Many of its features appeal 
to me strongly. My party platform calls for the immediate 
downward revision of all those items in the schedules of the 
present tariff law that mRy be shown to be exorbitant, and this 
without waiting for the information furnished by n tariff com
mission. I stand squarely by my party platform. But there 
are different ways of moving downward. You can go down a 
hill in a sleigh to the music of tinkling bells and joyous laughter. 
This is happy, healthful, downward movement. Or you can 
pitch over a precipice and land at the bottom a mangled mass. 
This is destruction and suicide. I fear that our Democratic 
friends have revised the tariff downward in a way that means 
destruction to many of our most important industries and to 
living wages for millions of our American workingmen. For 
these reasons I can not support the bill. 

The boast of the Democrats is that the proposed new tariff 
law will force competition between manufacturers in the United 
States and those in foreign countries, and that in consequence 
import commodities wm be reduced in price and the high cost 
of living diminished. This is pure speculation. But it is certain 
that under the operation of the new law, if this bill is passed, 
American laborers will be forced into competitiou with the cheap 
labor of Europe. The result will be either starvation wages 
or enforced idleness, with a notable decrease in American sav
ings-bank deposits. 

The new tariff bill is to be commended in that its intentions 
are good. It is designed to reduce the high cost of living. · And 
to this end most foodstuffs are put on the free list. This 
includes meats, fl our, bread, milk and cream products, salt, 
swine, corn, fish, :.m d cornmeal. But it is to be doubted whether 
this benevolent design will be accomplished. The optimism and 
expectations of Democracy are in danger of being thwarted and 
defeated by many intervening causes that affect the high cost 
of living. Chief among these causes is the law of supply and 
demand. 

For a number of years the price of all kinds of meats has 
been steadily rising. Our Democratic friends ascribe this 
gradual increase in price to the high tariff and the Beef Trust. 
They seem to ignore the simple law of supply and demand. 
During the last 20 years our population has been increasing by 
leaps and bounds, at the same time that our general meat sup
ply bas been diminishing. 

In 1900 there were more than 69,000,000 meat cattle, cows, 
bulls, and so forth, on the farms and range:Y, with 1,600,000 
not on farms or ranges. In 1910 there were only 61,000,000. 

In 1900 there were 61,735,000 sheep and lambs, with 231,000 
not on farms or ranges. In 1910 there were 51,800,000. 

In 1900 there were 64,680,000 swine, with 1,800,000 not on 
farms or ranges. In 1910 there were 58,000,000. 

The rapid increase in population and the equally rapid de
crease in the bulk of the meat supply are more potent factors, 
in my judgment, than the tariff in affecting the high cost ot 
living. It remains to be seen whether the anticipated increase 
in the importations, under the new law, of cattle, sheep, and 
swine from Canada, Mexico, and elsewhere, will seriously affect 
the high cost of living in the matter of meat consumption. There 
is good authority for the assertion that the law of supply an\} 
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demand is operating a-t:; seriously m Mexfoo and Canada as :ill E~ery sncceeding Republican tariff has been higher than 
the United States. the Olie before. !I ask this great e~pert sitting here 'before me, 

The trouble with the Underwood b-ill is that it' is ernde-'ly a member of the W2ys and Means Committee, the gentleman 
drawn, is based upon insufficient information, and goes into fro_m Michigan [Mr. FloRDNEY~., Is not that a 1fact? ·Taking the 
reffect before Ame1ican business interests, that are .certainly -general average, is it ·not true that the 1\IcKinley bill was 
entitled to consideration and .r-espect, ha~e time to -adjust them- higher than the "bill that preceded it, and the Dingley bill 
selves to the changed -e@nditi<:>n.s i:hat must inevitably follow. ihigher th.an the McKinley bill, and the Payne bill the highest 
The last German and French tariff laws did not become oper- <>f them all'? 
ati:ve until a year rufter their passage. W.e should have shown Mr. FORDNEY. No; I do not agree with the gentleman. 
:some consideration to .American b-lIBiness men by allowing them l\Ir. Mc.KELLAR. I understand that to be .correct, and the 
ttt least six months to adjust their affairs to the requirements gentleman to be wron:g; but be that as it may, I have been ill 
or the new tariff. th<'! House nearly two years, and I want to ·say that I have 

The fact is tlrn.t we need a nonpartisan ta.riff .commlssion. to not heard a single man-Republican, Progressive, or what not, 
-deal with the subject of tariff lBgislation. The whole subject of who has st-00d here or -elsewhere-undertake to defend the 
tariff reform should be tak.en out of the hands of politicians Payne tariff bill -ex:cept MT. PAYNE himself. And, !remarkable 
and placed in the hands -of nonpartisan business eX]lerts whose to tell, in listening to tile distinguished and eloquent gentleman 
duty it would be to study the tariff question scientifically from M-a-ssachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] the other day, I found that 
rather than politically. The Progressive Party is the ·only po- Mr. PAYNE did not belieT.e in two sch~ules in his -own bill
liticaJ organization in the icountry that sineerely favors a non- 'Schedule I and Schedule K. There is nobody willing t-0 stand 
p..1.rtisan tariff commission. for it, and the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts 

The ineorparation of the income-tax bill into the ta.riff bill himself pleaded in confession and -avoidance. • 
was a .clever political mov-e -0n the part of the Democrats. But they say the Republican Party believes in something else, 
From a parliamentary point of view, it was both legal and and that is a tariff board. Of <e0urse, a nonpartisan tariff board ~ 
legitimate, and it would be, therefore, wrong and ungenerous to composed of -0nly protectionists! What .has been the uses to 
style iit a polltieal triCk. But tlle result, neverthel€ss, has been which you have put that board? Why, it was simply pro. vided 
to place many Congressmen in a s.eriaus dilemma. 1 am now to give an .excuse to the American people for the high rates 
nnd have always been in favor of a graduated income tax. I <>f taxation that you imposed upon them, and that was all. . 
!bclieT€ firmly in this principle of taxation; and, notwithstand- But here eomes our friends the Progressivies. As I under
ing its numerous defects, I should very much like t-o vote for stand the science -of government, it is really and truly the 
the income-tax feature -of the ·genera! revenue bill. But I un- science of taxation. The attitude of a political party toward
derstand that I shall be compelled to vote "aye" or "na" on its government is its real attitude on the question of taxation. 
the entire bill; and I sh~ll be eompeUed to vote "no,° far I What is this party's attitude on taxation? Why~ in the plat
believe that pr'esent -conditions are more tolera0le than will be form of the Progressives tlley siid something about the rates 
those creat.ed by this new Democratic tariff measure. However, of the Payne bill bein_g too -high, but what does the distinguished 
I do not want to be understood us .expressing satisfaetion with and splendid ·gentleman from Kansas say about it? He says, 
present conditions. I repeat that the tariff question will never "Oh, we are very different from the Republicans with whom 
be correctly settled until we hav-e the aid of a nonpartisan tariff we have formerly been associated; we b.ave an entirely new 
CDilllilission to help ns in the task. scheme. These .RepUblicans believe in a tariff board. We have 

I am opposed to this bill because I 0eli-eve t11at its .effects got a better scheme th!:tn that; we want to let things remain 
will be exceedingly injurious to the prosperity of the people of where they are until ·a ' scientific commission' passes on these 
the great city that I ha~e the honor, in part, to represent. questions." 
New York is the .metropolis of the Nation. Every commerctlal Therefore it seems the -0-nJ,y difference between the old-time 

• and industrial interest -0f consequence is represented there. Republic.ans and the new Progressives is the difference between 
What is helpful -0r hurtful to the Republic is helpful or .hurtful a "tariff board.,., and a ":scientific tariff commission.'~ All ate 
to its greatest city; and if the new tariff la.w paralyzes Amer- in favor of a protective tariff. Now, gentlemen, I need not 
ican industry and degrades American labor, the l)eople .o,f the discuss the Democratic view~ because it is in this bill. 1 am 
mclropolis must inevitably suffer u-0m the national paralysis thoroughly and heartily in favor ot the bill. It is a long step 
and degradation. I shalf vote .against the passage -0f this bill in the right direction. 
becanse I believe that by so doing I run serving faithfully the As explained by .our majority 'leader, we are opposed to any 
highest interests of both the Nation at large ·and the great city commission. We are opposed to any tariff board, because we 
that I run proud to .call my home. {Applause.] :believe that the Ways .and Means Dom.mi.ttee of this House is 

Mr. U .IDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gen- more competent than any board 'OT any commission to .deal with 
tlemun fr-0m Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAB]. this subject. · 

Mr. McK.ELLA.R. Mr,. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- The >Constitution and laws of this country provide that tb.iB/ 
mittee, it is with a gr<'lat .deal -0f diffidence that I undertake body shall fix its tariff laws, and w-e believe we have a.11 the 
eith-er to discuss the tariff question or to follow so distinguished information and ability to fix th.em. I want to ay that in my, 
nnd eloquent a speaker as the gentleman from New York [Mr. judi::,omen:t no abler ibody could ·t>e found in this eoun.try to do 
C!I.ANDLER] who has just preceded me. He said he was diffident this work. The various members -of this committee ha-ve .all 
and .eloquent a speaker as the gentleman from New York {Mr. shown here on the floor of this House .and in the caueus :a 
,calmer when he thought of the fact that nobody in ,the House remarkable intimacy with the facts in which they .a.re dealing, 
knew much more about it than himself. iflild the distinguished author -0f this bill is the ablest statesman, 

I am unlike the gentleman from New York. I feel like the I believe, in this or any other comrtry on the :Question of tariff 
most of men who are here before me this evening are well duties. He :and his Democratic colleagues on the committee de
versed on this question-a thousandfold better versed on it serve the thanks of every American consumer. As he ex
than I am-and it is for this reason that I feel diffident. plained, he is for a competitive tariff, meaning by that the basis 

I want to say that the distinguished and eloquent gentleman .on which the tariff duties shall be .fixed lis the difference between 
trom New York, the gentleman who belongs to a new party and the cost in this eountry and the cost abroad, t-ogether with the 
who says that be thinks .a great :question like this ought to addition of reasonable rates. . 
be discussed calmly and dispassionately, that be makes a de- If we are to have a tariff at all, there ean be no doubt that 
lightfnlly eloquent ;speeeh~not on the tariff but upon CoL this bill is the !JJTO:per kind of a tariff. I am heartily in favor 
Ro.osevelt. Did he discuss the tariif calmly -ai;.d uispassion- of this bill. The bill puts m.ost foodstuffs on the free 11st. It 
cately? Did he discuss the tariff at all! Who knows-those .puts many articles -0f necessity on the free list, it reduces the 
wh-0 bave been 'Sitting here for the last half hour and have tarifi'. :upon all a:rticles of necessity, and is teertain, in my judg
listened to him-what -a.re UIB views of th-e -gentleman, <>T . ment, to reduce the mst -0f l]ving in this country. The bill is 
-the Progressive Party, on the subject of the tariff, judging fram distinctly in fav-0r -0f the 'COD.SllDle:l.'S, aBd as the consumers form 
bis -calm ( ?) and dispassionate{?) -speech? But I do not want the .gr.eat majority of the people in this country-indeed, as all 
to discuss Col. Roosevelt -0r the Progressive Party. the people are ;COnsumers, while .only a few are pr.otected pro-

1 want to discuss the question of the taTiff for a few moments, dn:cers and manufacturers-the 'bill is easily .:and manifestly to 
if yon will bear with me. The Republican Party, if I under- the great :interest -0f the :great majority o1. the people of the 
stand these gentlemen, believe in a tariff fixed on the basis ot .comrtry. 
th-e difference <>f the cost of production at home and abroad, with 
un addition for a freight rate, and wUh a "'' reascma.ble profit " 
to protect the manufacturer, or to pr-0tee:t the producer. What 
that reasonable profit is, gentlemen, ls the tlmit of the Amer- · 
lean people to stand for. 

FREE iLIS'.l'. 

The 1'.ree list in this bill is the larg-est free Ust that has ever 
been given to the American people. 

'The farmer gets his plows, harrows, headers, harvesters, 
reapers, drills, planters, mowers, thrashing machines, eultivators, 
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cotton gins, wagons and carts, and all other agricultural imple
ments free of duty. The southern farmer gets his cotton bag
ging, so long in the hands of the Bagg~ng Trust, free of duty. 
He al .... o gets his ties for baling up his cotton free of duty. 

The consumer gets his biscuit, bread, and buckwheat flour 
free of duty. Cash registers, linotypes, sewing machines, type
writers, tar and oil spreading machines used in the construction 
of roads are all brought in free. Coal is also made free. Corn 
meal is made free of duty. Gloves of all kinds are made free of 
duty. Fertilizers are to be brought in free. Iron ore, lard, 
leathers of all kinds, lemons, fresh beef, veal, mutton, lamb, 
pork, bacon, hams, meats of all kinds come in free. 1\Iilk and 
cream come in free. Horseshoe nails and the like come in free ; 
also oatmeal and rolled cats, oils of various kinds, potatoes, salt, 
tanning materials, wheat flour, lumber and all kinds of wood, 
wool of all kinds; while on sugar the tax is reduced one-third 
a.nd taken off entirely in three years. All of the foregoing arti
cles directly have to do with the present high cost of living, and 
putting them on the free list will certainly bring about a reduc
tion in the high cost of living. . 

REDUCTIONS. 

While the tariff has been taken off altogether on the articles 
above enumerated, the duties have been reduced on practically 
every necessity of life. '.rhese duties have not been indiscrimi
nately cut down, but they have been reduced with two definite 
objects in view. One is relieving the people of an unjust burden 
of taxation inflicted upon them by the Republican Party, and 

' the other is a due regard for the industry affected with a view 
of permitting every legitimate industry to continue its business 
and prosper. 

PROTECTION IS W:RO!iG. 

i\fr. Chairman, my belief about the tariff is this: That the 
whole scheme of a protective tariff is wrong in principle. In
deed, I may go further than that and say that while I believe 
that this bill ought to become a law, and while I am thoroughly 
and ·heartily in favor of this bill at this time, I believe that 
any system of tarifi'. duties is wrong in principle. I do not 
believe that any government is justified in principle in fixing a 
tariff, the results of which gives a portion of the tax to a cer
tain favored class of people and a portion of the tax to the 
government. Any tariff duty practically works this result. All 
taxes ought to be imposed upon a basis of benefits receh·ed by 

- the taxpayer. I do not believe in class legislation, and I hope 
the day will soon come when it will be possible, without any 
injury to business, to remove all tariff duties, for I believe that 
the removal of all tariff duties will work to the greatest good 
of all the American people. 

EXCUSE FOR PROTECTION. 

A number of excuses are offered by the protectionists for a 
high tariff. They say that in the first place that because the 
tax is an indirect tax that the people do not feel it; that each 
one is taxed only a small amount, and that he does not realize 
that he is being taxed when he buys his food and his clothing 
and other articles of consumption. . 

Under the protective system it is estimated that for every 
dollar that the Government gets out of the tariff duties four 
dollars is legislated into the pockets of the protected manu
facturer or protected producer. 

Is this right in principle? Can it be defended in principle? 
Why, Mr. Chairman, it is no more to be defended than any 
other jobbery is to be defended. This combination between 
the protected producer and the protected ·manufacturer and 
the Government is not much better than for the Government 
to go into partnership with a band of highwaymen, with the 
understanding that the highwaymen are only to take a very 
small amount from each person and that the Government is to 
get one-fifth of the proceeds and the band the remainder. 

But the protectionists say that it is to encourage home in
dustries. i\fr. Chairman, I notice that they are not laying so 
much stress on this phase of the question of late. Our home 
industries do not need to be thus encouraged by an improper 
alliance with the Government. A home industry which can not 
stand by itself ought not to stand. The American people ought 
not to be taxed to encourage industries that can not stand by 
themselves. Why should the great body of the people be taxed 
for a limited class of manufacturers and producers? Why 
should the merchants and artisans and farmers and miners, and 
all those that _work and labor by the . sweat of their brow and 
~ousume, be · taxed for the benefit of a small class of. favored 
producers and protected manufacturers? Is there any reason 
for it? Can it be defended as a matter of right? And yet that 
is what our· Government is doing· under the Payne tariff law. 
. It is estimated that we now get about $300,000~000 of revenue 

~from taiiff duties, and at the. same time· the A.me~iCan . people ar~ . 

taxed twelve hundred million more-according to estimate~ 
which goes into the pockets of the protected manufacturer and 
protected producer of certain · protected articles. That· is cer
tainly not right. 

But they say .it is for the benefit of the laboring man. Ah, { 
Mr. Chairman, that has been the artful dodge of these Re
publican protectionists for a long time. How many laboring · 
men did this committee have before them. urging that a pro- · 
tective tariff be upheld for their benefit, and on the other hand, 
how many manufacturers did they have before it? There were 
many manufacturers and. practically no laboring men. In atl- / / 
dition to · that these very manufacturers who stated that the '1 
high tariff would be for the benefit of the laborer were com
pelled to admit that in all factories that three-fourths or four
fifths of the work was done by cheap imported foreign labor. 
They are the worst enemies of American labor instead of being 
their friends. But they say that it is such a small tax that the 
people do not feel it. 

The time was when we were obliged to have a _tariff on 
imports in order to obtain sufficient l'evenue for this Govern
ment. That time has passed. The income-tax amendment has 
solved that problem. We can now run this Government with
out tariff duties at all. We can run this Government without a 
protective tariff, without a tariff for revenue only, without even 
a competitive tariff. We can run it with all ease, and I want 
to show you just how simple a problem it is. 

The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee [Mr, 
UNDERwoon] gave the figures the other day. He said that for 
the next fiscal year it would take about $995,000,000 to run the 
Government. He expected to get the revenue in the fo11owing 
way: 

From post-office revenue, $280,000,000; from internal re,·enue, 
$322,000,000; from sale of public lands, $5,000;ooo; from inci
dental sour~es, $52,000,000; from customs duties, $267,000,000; 
from income tax, $69,000,000 ; total, $995,000,000. 

INCOME TAX FAIREST. 

Take these figures. Take the $322,000,000 that come from 
internal revenue and add 40 per cent on whisky, cigars, and 
tobacco, all articles of luxury, and increase the tax on all these 
articles, which would not be felt by this country at all, and 
what do you have? You have $128,000,000 more. Then add 
your $5,000,000 from public lands ; then the $52,000,000 from 
general sources. Add to this $280,000,000 from the post office; 
and · then 'your $69,000,000 from the income tax, and add 200 
per cent on the income tax, and you get $138,000,000 more, 
which furnishes you the $995,000,000 necessary to run the Gov
ernment without any customs duties . • In other words, you raise 
the income tax on wealth 200 per cent and you·get your money. 
Oh, you say, you can not do that, as that would raise the income 
tax too much. Have you seen Judge HULL'S figures? If you 
ha,.ve, you will find that even if this income tax is raised 200 
per cent more than it is in this bill it will then be only one-half 
the income tax that England puts upon her incomes. They claim 
also that if you put any greater tax on liquors you can not get 
more revenue, because it will increase the number of illicit stills. 
This is not true. Whisky ought to be taxed high and strictly 
regulated. 

The income tax is the fairest tax in the world, and there is 
no better way of raising revenue to run the Government. Duties 
upon imports is a tax upon the consuming public and falls most 
heavily upon the poorer class of our people. The income tax 
falls on those who are able to pay it and those who derive most 
benefit from the Government 

PRESENT SYSTEM INDEFE~SIBLiil. 

But the protected interests, so powerful in the Republican 
Party, say: " What are you going to do about labor and our infant 
industries?" I say that the industry, whether it be a produc
ing industry or a manufacturing industry, that can not stand 
alone in this country ought to fall. It is a matter of principle, 
it is ;:: matter of Tight. Why should the whole AmerLcan people 
be taxed for the benefit of a few favored classes, whether pro
ducers or manufacturers? Suppose this Government should 
undertake to levy a tax of 1 cent upon every man, woman, and 
child for the benefit of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PAYNE], who sits before me. Such a .tax would produce 
$1,000,000 and would not hurt any one especially, and it would 
be a great boon to the gentleman from New York. But .could 
anyone defend that kind of .an individual tax? Yet this pro
tective tax is the same thing. W:e raise upward of $300,000,000 
from custom duties, and at the same time, according to the 
figures of the experts, twelye hundred millions of dollars are 
legislated into the pockets of the protected manufacturers and 
producers. _It is .n.ot_ right, ,ai;td ~t is· nqt.fair. It. ,is indefepsJble . 
As for the laboring people, I believ~e J caµ say f.or t?em .that 
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they prefer an income tax to ·a tariff tax which does not protect l tenance of our Government by a scheme of taxation that every-
them. one, regardless of politics, must admit is fair and just-taxes 

THE SECTIONALISM 1~ THIS BILL. levied not upon the rich and poor in equal degree, but taxes 
1\Ir. GARDNER, of Massachusetts, said we ought not to be sec- levied in accordance with benefits received-we ought, and I 

tional in framing this bill, and by inference he declared our believe we will, adopt that system of taxation as soon as we 
bill is sectional. I want to say to hini in all kindness, because can adjust ourselves to it without serious injury to our Ameri
I am a great admirer of bis, and he is one of the most cour- can commerce and to our American busines::; and industries. 
teous, able, and delightful men in this House, I want to admit [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
this bill is sectional. Btit I say the section it :favors is his Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
section and not the section we come from-in the South or from New York [Mr. LEVY]. 
,West. I want to call the attention of the gentleman and of Mr. LEVY. Mr. Chairman, the pending bill proves our sin
other gentlemen who believe as he does, if you should build a cerity to the pledges of the Democratic platform, and it will be 
wall around your portion of this country it would not be 60 a source of pride to me to have been a member of the majority, 
day before you would need succor from the outside world. whose good fortune it is to pass this bill to relieve the burdens 
You do not produce your own wool. You do not produce your of the people of this country. It will be a help to all-to the 
own cotton. You do not produce your own coal. You do not laborer as well as to the business man, to the farmer as well 
produce your own foodstuffs. You do not produce your own as the mechanic-and I have no fear that our American manu
mill machinery. You do not produce any raw material. All facturers will fail to meet competition from abroad. I feel that 
these things you get from other parts of the Nation. You American enterprise and AmericaD ingenuity, which has never 
are absolutely dependent upon the rest of the country for your failed to overcome obstacles in the past, will adjust itself to the 
daily sustenance. Under these circumstances ought you not changed conditions due to this bill, and that in a short time the 
treat the rest of the country in a spirit of fairness? Ought country will be enjoying unbounded prosperity. 
you to desire longer to place or keep these enormous tax duties But while I am proud of this bill as a whole, while I am 
upon the rest of the country for your particular benefit? This proud of the party that will have the honor and credit of pass
bill simply cuts down your unfair profits, and, i:f you will per- ing it, while I congratulate our colleagues on this side of the 
mit me to say it, it seems to me you ought to see. the situation House, and especially the chairman of the Ways and 1\Ieans 
as it is and be in favor of this bill. The time has passed when Committee on his matchless leadership, and while I am glad to 
this Nation is obliged to raise its revenue from custom duties, stand squarely on the Democratic platform and raise my voice 
and those who are interested in manufacturing protected arti- in support of Democratic doctrines, I feel that I ought to utter 
cles and those who are interested in producing protected ma- one word of warning. Why should the income tax be laid unless 
terial should bear this in mind. absolutely necessary? · 
,/' WHAT OF THE FUTURE? I disagree with my distinguished colleague from Tennessee 

/ In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, the passage of the income· tax [Mr. HULL] that the income tax has come to stay. When the 

1 
amendment to the Constitution marks one of the greatest epochs question of the constitutional amendment was before the House 

,,- in this Government. It marks the end absolutely of a pro- and all the legislatures of the country, especially New York, it 
tect' e ta 'ff and th beg'nninO' f a s stem h. h ill t was stated that the income tax would not be enforced except in 

,:::> 1
' ri ' e 1 0 0 Y w IC w even u- times of war and dire necessity. T·his i's the most obnoxi'ous ally develop into free trade with all the nations on the earth. 

The old outrageously unjust system of taxing the whole body kind of taxation, yet I am heartily in favor of levying an income 
of the consuming public in the interest of a small class of pro- tax if the necessities of the country warrant it. 
tected manufacturers and protected producers is obliged to go. The income tax has been the cause of financial distress in 

There are not only internal reasons for this, but there are nearly every country in hich it has been enforced. Since the 
external reasons for this. Protection might have been all right enforcement of the high income tax in England "soup houses" 
when this country was composed of a mere strip along the have been more in demand than ever. The late Samuel J. 
Atlantic and there was great difficulty in getting enough rev- Tilden was elected President of the United States on this very 
enue to support the Government; but now that we have become issue-his opposition to the income tax-and after his election 
a great Nation and are branching out; now that we own Alaska, it was promptly repealed. The enforcement of the income-tax 
the Philippine Islands, the Hawaiian Islands, Porto Rico, and section of the pending bill will cause inquisitorial investigation 
Panama, it means trade expansion. We have arranged in this throughout the country into every household and into every 
bill to have free trade with all these dependencies. The reasons one's private affairs whether he earns one dollar a day or a 
are manifest. Because of our increased trade abroad our ex- thousand. Why impose upon the people of the United States 
ports amount to the mighty sum of $4,000,000,000. It is abso- by passing this income tax section so soon after its ratification 
lutely necessary that the tariff wall that we have built around by the State legislatures and enforcing it so promptly? 
us should be leveled in order that our people get the full benefits Our distinguished leader [Mr. UNDERWOOD] has stated that 
of their commercialism. after the pending bill is enacted into law the deficit will amount 

We are legislating in this bill in favor of the American ships. to about $69,000,000 from internal-revenue taxes, custom taxes, 
We want the trade and commerce of all nations. Our people are and other incidental sources to be made up by the income tax. 
ambitious to sell an~ lead in the markets of all the world, but At the present time there is in the general fund of the Treas
we can not do it with an effete worn-out system of high-tariff ury $140,301,272.14 cash, and balance expended out of the 
laws in our country. If we want to trade with other nations, we general fund reimbursable from proceeds of Panama Canal 
must let them trade with us without restriction. It is a propo- bonds nat yet sold $171,755,804.11-which is equivalent to cash 
sition -..ery clear to my mind, and I believe the American people in the Treasury-making the enormous total of $312,057,076.25. 
have likewise waked up to the same situation, and if the last At the end of the present fiscal year the surplus will amount to 
election means anything at all it means that in the future, as about $4CY,OOO,OOO. The surplus for the Post Office Department 
soon as we can adjust ourselves to the new conditions, that the will amount to some $5,000,000. for the present fiscal year, and 
American people will trade just as freely with all the other for the next fiscal year will amount to some $20,000,000. The 
nations of the ear~, and they will trade just as freely with us, deficiency of $1,785,523 in the Post Office Department for the 
as we now trade m and among our own States. It is a condi- past fiscal year was made. up _by_ the . ..fi.rst of the present year
tion which we ought all to bend our energies to bring about. before the parcel-post law went into effect-and- there is now 

If the States were permitted to fix import duties, no doubt a surplus in the department. Since the parcel-post law went 
certain individuals and classes in the several States would be into effect the receipts over expenditures have been so large 
greatly benefited, but every sane person who understands com- that I can frankly say that there will be an increase in the 
mercial conditions knows that such tariff duties would be ruin- smplus for the department, and this will continue to increase 
ous to interstate trade and the welfare of the people generally. to such an extent, which, together wjth the large customs re
No one for a moment would propose such a change. Now that ceipts collected from the increased importations which will fol
science and invention have brought the nations of the earth in low the enactment into law of this bill, that within the course 
closer contact and closer commercial communion than even our of a few years there will be no need of levying a tariff to raise 
States were 100 years ago, · it must necessarily follow that the revenue for running of the Government. Why not allow the 
old system of putting up a tariff wall to bar out trade and com- corporation tax to remain in force, and, if you do, the collection 
merce with other nations must of necessity go by the board. therefrom will amount to about $32,000,000 yearly. This, 1:0-
In our. new conditions and surrouq.dings a tariff on imports can gether with the surplus for this year, will more than make up 
only be defended on the grounds that it is necessary to secure the deficiency of $69,000,000. 
revenue for the maintenance of the Government, but now that If by any unforeseen circumstances there should be a defi
we know that this scheme of taxation is so unfair and unjust ciency after this bill is enacted into law it should be paid out 
and so discriminating; now that we know. it is so unnecessary; of the general fund of the Treasury every year until the 
now tha,t we know that we can raise the re·rnnue for the main- ~urplus therein decreases to $50,000,000, and in no case should 

. L---44 
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it be allowed to exceed this amount. I am opposed to a full 
and overflowing Treasury; it excites the cupidity of everyone 
whose business it is to promote enterprises requiring public 
money. With a bare Treasury there would be no incentive for 
a raid UPon it, and it would be the greatest safeguard that 
could surround the administration. 

I have always followed in the footsteps of Thomas Jefferson, 
the father of Democracy, who was opposed to having the tax
ga therer at the doors of the people, and have no fear of suc
cess when we follow in his footsteps. Therefore, I deplore the 
enforcement of this obnoxious class of taxation when we are at 
peace with the world and have an overflowing Treasury. 
· The distingliisbed gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. HULL] is 
in error when he states that the income tax has proven popular 
in most countries where it is enforced. The enforcement of 
taxation of this kind will reflect more upon the laboring classes 
than it will upon the rich, and will be the cause of spreading a 
feeling of socialism throughout the country. I have grave fears 
for the party that is the cause of levying this iniquitous taxa
tion on the people without justification, and when the dove of 
peace is hovering over us and not the slightest sign of a war 
cloud in the sky. It would endanger our chances of success at 
the polls at the next presidential campaign. 

I am one of those who believe. that this tariff bill will not 
create a deficit; on the contrary, I am convinced that for the 
first six months of its existence the revenue receipts from cus
toms duties will be far in excess of the amount now collected 
and will make up any deficiency. At the end of 18 months 
instead of a deficit it will create a surplus in the Treasury. 
This being the case, I am in favor and urge that the income
tax section of the pending bill be so modified as to Postpone its 
enforcement until the balance in the general fund of the 
Treasury does not exceed $50,000,000. [Applause.] 

I will print the following as a part of my remarks : 
PoST OFFICll DE'PARTMF.NT, 

THIRD .ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GENERAL, 

llon. JEFFERSON M. LEvY, . 
W asllington, A.pt·il f!B, 1913. 

House of Re1n-esentati'Ves, Washinut<m, D. 0. 
MY DEAR CONGRESSML"f LEVY: In response to your request of to-day 

ov;. er the telephone for a statement as to tlle revenues for the current 
half of the fiscal year, I have to inlorm you that as postmasters• ac
counts are rendered quarterly, and the following quarter is required to 
audit and settle them, it will J>e readily seen that definite figures are 
not yet available !or the March quarter for the purpose of showing the 
fiscal transactions ln that quarter or as indicati"ve or the probable trans
actions in the quarter ended June 30. However, revenue reports from 
the postmasters at New York. Chicago, Pbiladelphi~l. Boston,. and St. 
Louis for the months of January, February, and Maren.. 1912 and 1913, 
are at hand and show percentages of increase over the same months of 
the previou11 yea.rs, as given In the following table. The marked in
creases In receipts !or January, February, and March. 1913, is un
questionably due to the inauguration of the parcel-post system, which 
became effective January 1., 1913, and the pe1·centages of increase in 
receipts for three months in 1913 over 1912 will give an idea of the 
increased business due to the parcel-post system.A when c.ompared wlth 
the receipts for the same mon.ths in 1912 over htl 1. 

New York: 
January •••..•• ················--·······-············-··· 
February •••••••••..• ··-··· ••••• ·-········· •••••••••••••••• 
Afarch. _ .•..........•••.•.•••..••••••. --· •. - ••..••••••.... 

Chicago: 
January .•.•... ~ .••..•••..•••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••··• 
February ••• ·········-·······-··············--·········-·· March_._ .. ···- •••..••...•••.. ··---~· .•.••••••.•••....•.. 

"Philadelphia: 
January ••...•.••••••••.••• ······-··-············ .. ••• ••••. 

· February ••••• ············-··········--··················· 
March •. . ·················-··-·············-·············· Boston: 
January •• - .......•.....•••.••• -·· .....•..•••••••••••..•... 
February •••••••••...•. ················-··-····-····--···· 
March .... ··-·--········-············.···-················· St. Louis: 
January •••.......•.•••••..•• ·······-···················· 
February ••.•••• ····-·-··--·········-····-·····--······-·· 
March ... ···-···-·-·-·· .... -················-:············· 

Per cent Per cent 
of in- of in-
crease, crease, 

1913 over 1912 over 
llll2. 1911. 

22.34 
14.65 
15.99 

29.91 
29.4.5 
12.98 

8.17 
6.91 

12.29 

U.17 
13.43 
17.06 

H.86 
13.98 
10.87 

L45 
3.96 
7.19 

8.97 
3.17 
2.23 

6.46 
4.24 
2.04 

4.50 
3.51 
2.62 

2.23 
2.06 
5.'l:l 

Respectfully, 
A. M. DOCKERY, 

Third A..ssistan1 Postmaster GeneraJ.. 
M"r. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 

desire to the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG]. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. Chairman. it is a very 

significant fact that while the platforms of the difi'erent political 
parties declared in fayor of downward revisio!1 of the. tariff 
that the Democratic Party was the only one which promised .to 

perform that task cautiously and in such a way as not tO 
injure or destroy legitimate industries. To quote from the 
national Democratic platform: 

We reeognize that our system of tariff taxation is intimately con
~ted with the business of the country, and we favor the ultimate at· 
tainment of the principles · we advocate by legislation that will not 
injure or destroy legitimate industry. 

When party platforms are ambiguous or require explanation 
the chief candidate on the ticket has by custom come to be 
understood as the proper one to interpret to the voters the 
meaning of the platform. 

Mr. Wilson, the candidate of the Democratic Party for Presi
dent, undertook to interpret the provision of the Democratic 
platform just quoted., , 
; / WILSON INTERVIEWED. 

VAccording to a special dispatch in the New York Times o~ 
August 1, 1912, from Sea Girt, N. J.,. Congressman Redfield, now 
Secretary of Commerce in President Wilson's Cabinet, was inter
viewed by a special correspondent, to whom he said concerning 
Gov. Wilson, with whom he had just talked: 

He ts not for free trade. He ls not !or drastic action of any kind. 
He is willing to work through a series of years to accomplish the 
result of n tariff for revenue, at which he aims. Ele ls not disposed 1n 
any way to .infiiet changes that would upset and destroy business. His 
views are clea.r and sound, and he bas no rash o:r hasty ideas. 

· I outlined the situation to Gov. Wilson in this way : I told him that 
a big manufacturer bad all bis capital tied up in bis plant, and tha.t 
the tariff was a large figure in the cost of his goods. I said tbll! manu
facturer could not turn bis stock over in a week, or a month, or even 
a year, as a wholesaler could. It the tariff on bis goods were 50 pe.r 
cent where it ought to be only 20 per cent then there would be an 
opportunity for the display of great wisdom. 

In outlining this case I did not urge eJemency upon _the governor. 
I said the revision ought to be as full and complete as tbe case de
manded, but that the revisirig ought to be done in gradual stages, not 
in sudden jumps. I suggested stages of, say, 5 per cent a year until 
the 20 per cent basis was reaeb.ed. That would do justice and conserve 
business interests at once. 

I compared the tariff problem to the case o! a man who owed yon 
$5 000. If the whole lump sum were demanded at once you would 
probably pu t him out of business, but l! you agreed to take $50 a 
month until the sum was paid you could get your money In full and 
your debtor could save his business. I want to see the governor (Wil
son) give every business a chance, and. yet I believe that every schedule 
In the present tariff bill could be improved by a downward revision. 

We talked of the need of a j?eneral downward revision on almost 
ev-ery sehedule in the tarttf. The revision should be thorough, but 
shoUld be made by degrees. We should make progress slowly, In my 
judgment, Instead of trying to clear too much in one jump. We want 
to reform the tariff, but we do not want to do more harm than good. 
Business men have money Invested in their plants, macblnery, and 
stock and this money can not be turned over like a department store 
turns' over its goods. A store gets rid of its stock quickly; a manu• 
factu.rel' slowly. The work need not be less thorough if done by steps 
Instead of by a single leap. 

The governor has his own views as to fairness and moderation In 
dealing with the trusts. We talked considerably about them. It is 
my · opinion that the governor believes that the Government should 
first establish its own p<>licies so clearly that it could be readlly under· 
stood instead of being misinterpreted. 

After Congressman Redfield had gone. Gov. Wilson talked 
about him to the reporters. 

"I enjoyed him and was greatly instructed by him," said Mr. Wilson. 
" Most people who talk about the tariff talk about general principles. 
Mr. Redfield talked facts almost exclusively." 

"And did Mr. Redfield speak to r.ou in favor of a general downward 
revlliion at a slow rate of speed? ' 

"Ob, as to that," replied the governor, "we are perfectly agreed. You 
fellows sent to your paper some extracts of a speech on the tarifr that 
I made some time ago. I am not for free trade, but fo.r gradual down1 
ward revision." i. ._ 

SPEECH OF ACCEPTANCE. 

While in Mr. Wilson's speech of acceptance there is a clear 
declaration in favor of downward revision of the tariff., it is 
qualified by these words: • 

we do not ignore the !act that the business of a country like ours 
IS' exceedingly sensitive to changes 1n legislatlon of this kind. It has 
been buJlt up, however ill-advisedly, upon ta.rill' schedules Sllcb a.s I 
have indicated, and its foundations must n<>t be too :ndicaJly or too 
suddenly disturbed. Wben we act, we should act with caution and 
prudence like men who know what they are about and not like those 
in love with a theory. 

WILSON AT DETROIT. 

In a special dispatch to .the New York Times under date o~ 
September 19, 1912, from Detroit, Mich.. Mr. Wilson was 
quoted as follows : 

In all my speeches on the tariff I have made it clear that changes 
in the tariff must be mad.e slow enough not to disturb legitimate busl.-. · 
ness interests. · 

WILSON ON RECOllD AG.A.IN. 

Again, in a spee_ch delivered in New York, N?vember 1, ~912,_ 
reported in the New York Times, Mr. Wilson said: 

I get telegrams about every second hour now asking me to deny ~hat 
I am a free trader, sbowing that tbere are some persons in the U~uted 
States who beHeve that the Democrats do not understand the busrness 
structure of the countl'Y in wbieb they live. How many Democrats 
were there at the last election? Not enough to elect a government1 but 
almost half the voters in the United States were Democrats even -i;l.leni 
m-0re than half of them are now, and unless these gentlemen are al 
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.going out of business they are not going to vote to destroy business 
~r to touch any sound or stable thing in the United States. But I am 
wasting my breath. Nobody believes for one moment that the Demo
cratic Party is going to upset honest business in the United States. 

NO lIA.ND.A.TE FROM THE PEOPLE. 

In spite of these direct appeals to protectionist yoters, :Mr. 
Chairman, and in spite of the fact that many of them \Oted for 
him, Mr. Wilson received far from a majority of the votes. He 
lacked a mill_ion votes of receiving a majority, and of the votes 
he did receive a portion were protectionists. There were many 
votes of protest. Some voted for Roosevelt because they did 
not like Taft; some for Wilson because they were afraid 
of Roosevelt. The mandate of the people was obscure at best. 
His party, therefore, has no moral right or commission from 
the people to enact a radical, drastic tariff measure. 

So I appeal to you gentlemen who have given your approval 
in caucus to the introduction of this bill to consider well the 
probable operation of it. You can not afford, after the pre
election promises of your candidate :t:or President and other 
leaders, to turn a deaf ear to those who plead with you for 
justice to the farmers and other producers. 

First of all, it should be remembered that for many years the 
tariff duties upon farm products were absolutely valueless to 
the farmers. During that period, while the manufacturing in
dustries were being built up the farmers were constantly be
ing advised to stand by the protective system, with the assur
ance that a home market would eventually be created which 
would be valuable to them. This home market did not come 
however, until the last few years. In other words, the farmer~ . 
were the last to receive actual benefits from the protective sys
tem, and under this Underwood bill they are the first to be 
brought to the block for slaughter. 

THB l'.A.RllERS CRUCIFIED. 

As other speakers have already called particular attention to 
the discriminations and the rank injustices done the farmers in 
the agricultural schedule, I (-,ball discuss only briefly the items 

- in this schedule. The duty upon wheat is reduced from 25 
cents per bushel to 10 cent-a per bushel. Barley from 30 to 15 
cents per bushel. Oats from 15 to 10 cents per bushel. Butter 
from 6 to 3 cents per pound. Beans from 45 cents per bushel to 
20 cents per bushel Eggs from 5 cents per dozen to 2 cents per 
dozen. Hay from $4 per ton to $2 per ton, aml potatoes are put 
on _the free list. FI.~mr is also put upon the free list, and it is 
claimed by farmers rn my district that free flour will ultimately 
mean that it will make the duty of 10 cents per bushel on 
when t of little value. They, the farmers of my district, be
lie>e that they are entitled to have reasonable duties imposed 
aga inst both wheat and :flour. 

Potatoes sold in our State last year, f. o. b. cars, for 25 
cents per bushel. It is true that in some of the States potatoes 
retailed for from $1 to $1.25 per bushel, but if those who are 
responsible for . the introduction of this Underwood tariff bill 
wish to reduce the cost to the consumer, attention should be 
giyen to the middlemen and retailers, rather than to the 
farmers, whose profit upon potatoes at 25 cents per bushel is 
very small, as there is a large amount of labor involved in rais
ing that crop. In that connection it might be well to remember 
that the labor in raising potatoes, as well as the item of labor 
generally upon the farms, costs more than the labor upon the 
Canadian farms. Canadian farmers are permitted to secure 
strong, healthy, industrious young Scotchmen,- or strong young 
men of other nationalities by writing to the Allan Steam
ship . Co., or some one of the other steamship companies, ad
vancmg the cost of transportation, and in that way secure such 
men for a year's work at a very low price, and the amount of 
work they do is exceptionally large as compared with the quan
tity of work done by many of the men whom our farmers must 
employ at higher wages. This can not be done by the American 
farmers on account of the alien contract labor law. 

It should also be remembered that the Anglo-Japanese treaty 
went into effect the 1st day of this . month and that the Japs 
haye a practically open door to Canada. 

WORSE THA.N CANADIAN RECIPROCITY. 

In addition to flour and potatoes, the following products will 
be admitted to the United States absolutely free if this bill is 
passed: 

Beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork, bacon, cured meats, milk and 
cream, condensed milk, wool, rye and rye flour, swine, tallow, 
corn and corn meal, bran and wheat screenings, broom corn, 
lard, :flax straw, buckwheat and buckwheat flour. It is the 
belief of those who have giyen this subject the most careful 
study that the Underwood bill, if it becomes a. law is bound 
to be more injurious to our farmers than the Can~dian reci
procity treaty, so called, could possibly ha\e been had it taken 
effect. 

Imported cattle, sheep, and hogs are taxed 10 per cent ad 
\alorem to make it appear that the farmers and liye-stock 
growers are being protected, but when it is found that beef, 
pork, mutton, hides, and wool come in duty free the agricultural 
schedule i~ demonstrated to be a sham. 

It is claimed· that the farmers will be able to buy their farm- . 
ing machinery cheaper. This is not true. The special report 
of the Department of Commerce upon the Harvester Trust 
shows that all farm machine-ry is now sold cheaper in the 
United States tha;n in any foreign counn·y. This is corroborated 
by the fact that there are no importations of farm machinery, 
and there is no duty against English manufactured machinery. 

But granting, for the sake of argument, that farm machinery 
can be purchased cheaper, it should be remembered that each 
article of farm machinery is supposed to last for several- years, 
while what the farmer has to sell is sold each year. As the 
farmer has more to sell than to buy, he is damaged by a hori
zontal cut in tariff rates; but, so far as this bill is concerned, a 
horizontal cut in the tariff has not been made. On the con
trary, the farmers have been discriminated against, and they 
have been made to suffer to carry out the appearance of reduc-
ing the high cost of living. -

Economy will decrease the fa1~mer's expenditures, but no 
amount of thought or foresight will add to the price of what 
he has to sell, therefore the all-important thing is to preserve 
all the markets we ha 1e. Of these the home market is by far 
the most valuable. 

CO llPETITIO~. 

Competition under fair conditions is the principle for which 
we should stand. For instance, if it should prove to be true 
that the discriminating clauses of this bill against the flour 
manufacturers should drive them out of business it would mean 
that the farme~s' market for wheat would depend only upon the 
competition of foreign buyers. Or if the mills can continue to 
do business that their ability to buy wheat will be decreased. 

A dozen years ago when a large portion of the wheat grown 
in the United States was shipped abroad the farmers were un
able, as a rule, to sell their wheat for the export price, that is 
to say, the Liverpool price less cost of transportation. In onr 
State the prices ruled all the way from 6 to 10 cents per 
bushel below an export basis. Since then many :flour mills, 
bot~ large and small, have been built in our State and others, 
which has created a constant local demand for wheat, with the 
result that wheat has been for a number of years selling at a 
premium over the export value, in other words, aboye the Liver
pool price with the cost of transportation deducted. 

That is one instance of the value of home competition, and 
the principle holds true, or will hold true, under proper laws of 
regulation with other industries in the United· States. If the 
manufacturer of any article in this country is driven out of 
business, and we are thus made dependent upon the production 
of other countries, we will certainly suffer on account of the 
lack of competition by home manufacturers. It is desirable to 
have competition from those living in other countries, but it 
should be fair competition, and the home manufacturer should 
be protected to the extent of the difference between tlle cost of 
producticn at home and abrgad. Competition is the great prin
ciple which should at all times be kept in mind, not only in the 
framing of a tariff bill but in the framing of all laws passed by 
Congress respecting the commerce and industries of the country, 
and it should never be forgotten that the sweeping away of tariff 
duties is just as likeJ...v to prev.ent com.petition by destroying 
established industries at home as it is to secure compet.Uion by 
takin~ off all barriers to foreign importations. For example, the 
American woolgrower can not compete upon equal terms with 
the Australians, because under the favorable conditions of that 
country the Australians can afford to raise sheep profitably and 
give away the wool. But what will the final result be under 
free wool? Sheep raising will cease to be an industry in this 
country, which will probably affect Australian wool, raising its 
price. It will also affect the market for meat by reason of the 
decreased supply of domestic mutton, and thus undoubtedly in~ 
crease the price of other meats. 

And so it will be found that at all times competition is the 
correct principle, and that the only way to secure competition 
is to place our farmers, manufacturers, and other producers 
upon equal terms with foreign producers. Any other plan will 
either destroy our industries or lower the standards of Amer
ican living. 

No one will deny that there are abuses existing and that 
there are inequalities and injustices under the present. tariff 
act to correct. But a plan of relief should be found without 
striking a blow at the farmers, destroying commerce, and 
paralyzing honest business. The remedy should not be worse 
than the disease. 
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THE DOG ArD TJlE' SH.A.DOW. 

The fable of. the dog and the shadow is in point. It hap
pened that a dog had gotten :r piece ot meat a:ncf was carrying 
it home in his mouth to eat it ln peace. Now, on his way 
home he had to cross a plank lyin« across a running brook. 
As he crossed he looked down and saw his own shadow re
flected in the water beneath. Thinking it was another <fog 
with another piece of meat, he made up his mind to have that 
al o. o he m-ade a: snap at the shadow fn the water, but as 
he opened his: mouth -the piece of meat fell out, dropped into 
th · water, and was neTer seen more. Beware lest you lose 
the sub ance by graspiilg at the· shadow. [Applause.] 

The country is in a highly prosperous condition to-day. To 
quote from a disinterested source, Mr. F. D. Wnrren, editor of 
the ocialist newspaper, the Appear to Reason: 

lea ured by every standard of prosperity, the past four years have 
been tne mo t prosp~rous tn the history of the United States. Ba:nk 
depo 'ts haVi been eater; rallro d earnings have been. larger; divi
dend h:i.ve been IDQre- re.,uularly paid and of more generous proportions; 
worltine men. women, and children have been more steadily employed i. 

age 'have b n higher- than ln any four-year period ln the history <Hi 
N tion. The demand for farm productff has grown enormously and 

at prices that have lined -the purses o! the fortunate land-owning 
farmer with gold and silver. 

Why not be true conservationists? Why say to· the farmers, 
manuf cturers, and other producers, "'Here's your hat.. What's 
your hurry? '" There is not a town or city in the United States 
that will not go to some expense to secure the location of 
f actories, and sometimes they are even given bonuses, and 
mo of the States ha 'e immigration agents or development 
com.mi ioners who seek to bnng m farmers. Why should the 
Nation have a dU!erent policy from a town, city, or State! 
Wllv not hold fa t that which we have! It iS' much easief' to 
destroy than to create. This does not mean that we shoul'd 
maintain the pre ent tariff schedules. I speak as- the rep:re-
sent:itl\e of a large farming district and with some knowledge 
of the ubject, as I huve personally devoted some time to farm
ing for se,·eral years. The farmers will not object t<> substantial 
redu tions an along the line, but they naturany resent being 
converted into pack liorses, and will vigorously denounce as 
time goes on the attempt to make them wholly responsiMe for 
the high cost ot living. The farmers know, too, that the cost 
of 1i ting has been increasing all over the world. Thfs bill 
practically puts grain and stock raisers• products on the 
fre list~ The most superficial examination of the agrlcultural 
sclledule will show that. 

rn conclusion permit me to again quote P1·esident Wilson upon 
the ubject of the tariff ~ 

Wheu we act we- should act with cautf.on and with prudence. Ilke 
men who know wftat they are about and not like thQse· ln love with a 
theory. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Afr. Chrurman, I move tlr:at the com
mittee. do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the commjttee rose; and Mr. CLINEr having as

sn.med the ehair as peaker pro tempore, :Mr. GARRETT of Ten
ne ee, Chairman o-f the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that committee had ha:d 
under consideration the bill H. R. • 33211 and had dilrected him 
to report that it had came to no resolution thereon. 

RECESS. 

Mr. U~"DER.WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move- that the House 
take a reces until 7..3.0 o'clock to-night. 

The motion was. agreed to; accordingfy {at. 6 o.'clock: and 36 
minutes p. m.} the House stood in recess. ~ 7..30 o'clock 
to-night. 

EVENING SESSION. 
The recess having expired.. the House. was called to order n.t 

7.30 o'clock p. m. by the Speaker i:>ro tempore [Mr. CLINE]. 
Ir. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Honse re

solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration o:f the bill H.. R. 
3321. 

Tbe motion was agree_d. to. 
AccordingJy the Rous~ resolved itself into- the Committee o.t 

the Whole House cm the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill H. R. 3321-the tariff bill-with. Mr. G..il
RETT of Tenne see in the chair. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr.. Chair~ l yi-eld to the gentleman 
from New York ~Mr. CALDER). 

Ir. CALDER.. Mr. Ch:lirman~ I have. th honor to repr~ 
sent in this House a part, of the city o1 New Yoirk, the great 
metropoUs of the estern worl and the. chief. market. place 
for the products 'of the United States. 

r have listened with great interest to the discuss'ion during 
the past week and have noted with keen regret that in some 
of the speeches delivered there seems to- have been a disposi
tion to align the rest of the con:ntry again.sf that great me. 
tropolis. This ha been very strange ta me, for I have always 
f'elt that the people of the great agriculturaI communities of 
the land d'epended upon us just as much as: we do upon them~ 
It has been well said, " That the riehes o1 the eotllltry ceme 
out of the earth," and while that i t:rne ta a mrge degree,. 
nevertheless, but for the market piace- where you might ex
change your· commodities: and receive easb or its· equivalent, 
your prosperity would amount to. little. And so, at the .meuth 
of the magnificent Hudson we li~v-e bui11r up a great city of 
which every citizeD of the United State shuuJd be duly proud. 
It has occmrred to- me- that the- prosperity of that city is the 
barometer of the sncces of' the entire ~ountry; that thnrngh 
our gates from the rest of' the world come the products oJ 
the other countries to be distribrrted thl!'ougbou1l our Ea.nd, and, 
again, through otrr gates goes the proorrce' of the farm and the 
mill into our great ships and a€ross the- ocean to be delivered 

1 

to all the rest of the civilized world And so whe men have 
risen rn their placeS' both at this session and at other times 
to. criticize our method off doing business and our magnificent 
suecess it has seemed to me that they were ttempting ta in.jute 
in the eyes ot the world that magniftcent eity, whose growth 
i uneqn::Ued in the hi tory of time, hose- stn.ndIDg is= first as 
the greatest manufacturing city of the world!, and whieh is to
day, or soon will be, the greatest ftnaneial etty of any period. 

Now, as I said a m-0ment ago~ what ha:s been your prosperity 
has been ours, and I think it but fitting that I call the attention 
of the country to the development of that great city under the 
benign influence of a Republican ta:rift and the administration 
of that party here, at the seat of go.em.men . l' am going to 
give yon just a: few figures. showing the great :progress which 
has been made in the we Ith and lJusiness ot that great city. 
I submit the foUowing: First, as tlO' the amoun: of mo11.ey de-
posited in our banks: • 

Deposits in savings banks,. New York €ity~ J'.an.. L. 1s9g_ $1>45. 379, 256 
DePQsits in trust comvanies tn 1ew York City:____ 358, 380, 703' 

. Depo It In .StatE! banks o~ d€posit in N.ew ~OJ:k Cit)!__ 1 9, 046, 605 
Tntal dep.osita in. na'tion · banks De~ 17i, 1896------ 628, 003, 025 

1, 620, 80!>, 679 

Dep~-~~?~~-banks, -~ew- Yo~~ Ci~--~-~ L 167,.322, 204 
Depo its in trusr companies. New York City~ Dec. 26, 1912 _______________________________________ 1,09Q,.478,972 
Deposits in State ba~ks, New York City,. Dec.. 26, 1912'- 398, 860, 193 
Total deposits in national banks Apr. 4, 19.la _____ 1, 370, 112, 212 

Total depositsi in New- York ban~B'-----------·- 4:, 032, 77"9, 58t 

Yoa will observe that the savings banks deposits dmmg 14 
years ha\e increased from $545,000rOOO to $1,167,.000.000. more 
than 100 per cent; and when I tell you that the savings banks 
ar& prohibitPd. from receiving deposits from any one person ex
ceeding $3..000, you can readily appreciate the· fact that this 
gigantic increase in the savings of the people of a community 
is, in the end, the gi·eat evidence of its p:rospericy. ln addition 
to this the total deposits in all the- banks of the- city have in
creased in the past 14 years from $1,620.809,679 to $4.032, 7W.58L 
This shows that in addition to. the prosperity of the working 
people of om· dty the business Ill£Il baYe prospered beyond 
a:nything to. be dreamed of. Some: one might say that tlle whole 
wealth of the country bas come to us. 'l'his: · not so-, as I 
can demonstrate to- you in a moment. 

In Decemb.er, 1896, the total deposits in all of the :na:tional 
banks of the coimtry amounted to $2,142 556,399 while in Feb
nmry ~this year Ure tow deposits in the- s me banks amormted 
to $8,361,165,397,. an incre£ se. of $o,2HM08.998. An e~ation 
ot the records will show that tile proportionate inerea.se o:f de. 
posits rn the national banks outside ot New York City is 
greater than that ln the gi~t metr&p()Jis, 

Now, as a further e idence of the dev topment of the metropo· 
lis. o.f America under a RepublicD.11 tariff and a. Republican ad
ministration at Washin°ton,, pe-rmit me t<> show the assessed. 
valuation of the real property in that city. You will observe,. 
beginning in the year 1900-
1900----------------------------- $3.., lG ~ 5!'>1, OOQ 1905 _________________________________ 6,221,582,000 

rn~g=-======--==================--=====:?= +: g:i: 1~~ gJ~ 
You will observe that under a Republican administration at 

Washington th·e ass ed valuation of the rear estate in New 
Yo..rk City has increased in the sho-:rt. spae.e of 12 y,ears over 150 
per ~ent, or nearly $4,700,000,000. 
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I have here figures reJati•e to the number and cost of the new 
buildings constructed in New York City from 19.00 to 1912, 
inclusive : 

Year. 

1900 .•.•••••..••..•• •.• .•.•..........•. ..•. .•.•......•••. 
1901 .•••..•••.• ·- •••...••••. ·-- ...•..•.• .. . ·-· •.•• ·- .•••• 
1902 ••••••••••.•••••••••• ·-· ................... ·- ••••••••• 
1903 ••. ·····················-···························· 
1904. ••••••••••••·•··•·•····••···•·· ••·•· ····••····•····· 
1905 •• ••••••••••••••••••••••·•••••••••••••·•••••••••••••• 
1906 •••••.••••••••••••••••• ·-················ · ····- ······ 
1907 ..... ···································-···· ......•. 
1908 ..••••.•.•.....•.•..•...........•......•.•...•....... 
1909 .••••••• ·-······················ ·· ·······-··········· 
1910 .•••...•••.••.. ··-· •.•....•.••.•.•....••••••.• - .•..• 
1911 •••••••••••••••••••••• '" ••• ••••••••••• ··- -· ••••••••• 
1912 ••••••.••••••••••••••• ' ••••• ••••••• ··-·············· 

Number. 

6,281 
7 655 
6:4S6 
7,502 

11,365 
17,359 
17,34.5 
16, lb'2 
13,96'7 
19, 190 
13,60 
13, no 
13,000 

Cost. 

S7 ,416,002 
145, 892, 593 
111,.535, 299 l 

112, 326, 826 
150, 148, 816 
244, 648, 193 
221, 886, 227 
179 050 346 i62; 912: 548 
254, 061, 035 
194, 059, 399 
178,69 , 154 
210, 505, 237 

1~~~~-1-~~~~-

Total. ........................................... . . 163, 700 2, 244, 140, 675 

These figures are startling when you stop to <!onsider that we 
have constructed during the past 12 years in New York City 
over 163,700 buildings, and that over 100,000 of the e buildings 
are -Owelling bouses for o-ne and two families, and that of these 
100.000 over 95 per cent were purchased by the people who occupy 
them. These houses are being purchused at from $4,000 to $7.000 
from the savings of the mechanic, the clerk, antl the small store
keeper. · 

Another evidence of the development of the city is the increase 
in post-office receipts. I have the figures here, beginning in 1900, 
whleh indicate that the post-office recaipts in the city under a 
Republican tariff and a Republican administration have in
creased during the space of 12 years over $16,982,579, about 150 
per cent: 
1900-----------------------------~----------
1901--------------------------------~---1902--------------------------------------1903 __________________________________ _ 

1904--------------------------------------19-0.5--------------------------------1906 _______________________________ _ 

1907 -------------------------------------
190 ----------------------------------1909 _________________________________________ _ 

1910----------------------------------------1911 ______________________________ _ 

1912-----------------~----------------

$11,129,379 
12, 147. 064 
13~ 597. 881 
15. 262, 710 
16.524..563 
17,879,214 
19,715,868 
21, 4 3, 769 
21,525,484 
22,948,415 
25,4 5,349 
27,219,637 
28, 111,958 

Total----------------------------------- 253,031,296 

I might go on wHb innumerable instances. Let me cite the 
growth of the manufacturing industries taken from the Census 

·Reports. In 1899 the number of people engaged in manufactur
ing industries in the city of New York were 432,000, and the 
value of their product was $1,172,877,000; the eapital invested 
in these industries was $853,338.000. In 1904 the amount in
ve ted in the manufacturing industries of New York City was 
$1.100.000.000. and the salaries and wages paid amounted to 
over $220.000.000, the value of their product o•er .$1,~26,-000.000. 
the number of men employed exceeded .530,000, while in 1909 the 
capital invested was $1,365,000,000, the value of the output was 
$2.029,000.000, the amount paid in salaries and wages was $445,· 
000,000, and the number of men employed over 650,000. I can 
tell the story in no better way than to .print from the Census 
Bulletin on Manufacturing, published in 1910, the following: 

New York City is not only the leading city and the commercial 
centei· of the United States, but also tbe lndustrial metropolis. holding 
fir t place in the totaJ value of manufactured products as well as in 
many Individual industries. ln 1909 the population of New York City 
was practically equal to th:i.t of the State of Ohio, and exceeded only 
by Penn ylvania, Illinois, and New York itsetr, but the value of its 
manufactured products exceeded that reported by any State ex.cept 
Penn ylvania and New York. '!'his pred-Ominance 1n manufactur is 
closely connected with the abundant supply of labor1 its large immi
grant population beini; in particular an influential raetor in causing 
manufacturing enterprises to locate there. New York City 1s the chief 
a!nter of trade be-tween tha Un~ted States and Ew·ope and also one 
of the principal distributing points for domestic trade. This com
mercial importance bas also contributed greatly to the hlgb rank of 
the city in manuf:leturing Industries and to maldDg New York the 
financial .eeut~r of the United States, thereby rendering it easy to 
obtain capital for the establishment and extension of such industries. 

Measured by the increase in value of manufactured products, the 
hldu tl'lal development of New York City from 1904 to 1909 was 
greater than from 1899 to 1904, the increa.se being $503.169,570, or 
33 per cent. for the pcrlod 1904-19-09, and $353,652.145, or 30.2 per 
cent, for the pe1iod 18'09-11>04. During the more recent 5-year period 
the average number of wa;::e earn~ in the manufacturing indu -
tries of the eity lncr<'ast'd 89,286. or 19.2 per cent. as compared with 
an increase of 76,J ::o. oi· t!l.6 per cent, for the earUer period. Of 
the 44.9!l5 manufacturln"' e?t:lblishments reported for the State In 
1909, 25,938, or 57 .7 p~r cent, were loeated in this city ; the propor· 
tion for 1904 wns 513 p.er cent. and for 1899. 53.5 per .cent. 

The establL<; ·m<'n s i.n New York City reported 5.5.2 per cent of the 
wage earners and 60.2 per cent of the :value of products for the tate 
in 1909, as eomJ}ared with '54.2 per cent and 61.3 per eent. resp~ 
tl:vely, in 191>4. 'Ille value of the cU;y':a manui'actuT:e.S repnsenteil '9.8 

per cent of the tota.l valne o1 manufactured products for the United 
States in 1909 and 10.3 per cent in 1904. Of the 243 industry classifi
cations employed in compiling the 1909 stat istics for manufactures of 
the State, 217 were rt>-presented in tbls cHY. 131 of which covered 
industries with products valued at more tban $1.000.000. 

There were 21 industrie in New York 'ity in 1909 for which a 
value of prodactb ln exc <:. of $:.W .. 000.000 was r<•ported. For two of 
these industries, the re.fining of cane sugar and the smelting and 
refining of copper, statlstlcs can not be pre ented eparately without 
disclo ing the operations of individual establishments. The other 19 
industries, arranged in order of value of products. are indicated In the 
following tabular statement, wbicb shows the absolute and relative 
increase in t his respect between 1904 and 1909, and also the percentage 
which the value of products for each industry represents of the corre
sponding total for the State: 

Value of products: 1909. 

Industry. Per Increase over 1904. 
cent of 

A.mount. tatal 
for the ·Am.aunt. l PM State. cent. 

Clothing, women's ........ _ ...• .......... $266, 477' 000 97.8 S98, 05&, 000 58.2 
Clothing, men's, including shirts ......... 218,411,000 82. l 68,927,000 46.1 
Printing and publishing ........ ·- ....... 183, 509, 000 84.6 45,007,000 32.5 
Slaughtering mid meat packing .......... 95, 62,000 75.4 39,924,000 71.4 
Foondry and machlne-shop products .... 63,853,000 41.4 5, 915.000 10. 2 
Tobacco manufactures ................... 62,488,000 81.5 ll,9&3, 000 23. 7 
Bread and<Jther bakery-products. ....... 61,904,000 71.8 17,004,000 40. 7 
~n~~rs, malt ............ ·--- .......... - 53,4 ,000 68..8 10,301,000 23.9 

· ery and lace goods •.•... ·-·~······ 51,239,000 98.3 18, 96,000 58.4 
Furgoods ... .... ........................ 39, 74,000 96.5 14, 595,000 57. 7 
Gas, illuminatina and heating .. --· ...... 34, 117,000 80.6 4,402,000 14.8 
Paint and varnish ....................... 26,664,000 93.4 3,834,000 16.8 
Musical instruments, pianos and organs, 

and materials .. .... . ... ................ 25,516,000 '75.8 6,5S6,UOO 3~8 
Furnishing goods, men's ............... .. 25,496,000 60.4 8,883,000 .53. 5 
Patent medicines and .compounds and 
druggists~repara tions ............... _ 24,9R4,000 G6.9 6,868,000 .37.!l 

Lumbex an timber products ............ 24, 122,000 33.3 2,903,000 13. 7 
Copper, tin. and sheet-iron products ..... '23, 303, 000 60. 6 &,914,000 34. 0 
Artificial flowers and !eatb&s and p-lumes. 21.098,000 99.7 17,132,000 432.() 
Confectionery ... _ ........•.•• ..... -··. __ 20,062,000 78.6 6,017,000 42.8 

It will be noted that for five of the industries tneluded In the pre· 
ceding tabular st tement more than 90 per cent of the total vaJue of 
products for the State was reported from New York City, the proportion 
ri ing as Wgb as 99.7 per cent in the case of the manufacture of artl· 
ficial flowers and feathers and plames. In seven other industries the 
e tabllshments located in New Yo1·k City contributed more tban three. 
fourths of the total value of products for the State. For only two 
indnstri~ included in the table--the foundry and machine shop and 
the llllllber 1ndustries--was less than <Jne-half of the total value of 
products for the State reported from New York City. 

Tht- leading industries in New York City in 1909 were the making of 
women's clothing and Qf men's clothing. Tber-e Wi!re 5 .521 -e tablish· 
men.ts in the two indtutldes combined, whlch gave employment to an 
avera17:e of 161,400 wage earners a.Dd manufactured products valued at 
$484.888.000. The printing and pub1L<iliing industry was next in im· 
portance, ·with 2,883 establishments, 48,3-22 wag.a earners, and products 
valued at 18~L509.000. 'l'he value of tbe products of the three indus
tries just mentioned irepresente-d 32.9 per cent of the total value of 
manufactured products for the eity. and they employed 37.9 per cent 
of the average number <>f wage earners engaged in au manufacturing 
indupries, 

In addition to the 118 industries presented separately for New York 
City ln Table I, page 62, there were 99 others wblcb for various reasons 
are included up.der the bead of "AU othe'r industries." Some of these 
industries were arnon.,. the most im8ortant in tbe eity, 36 reporting 
products in 1909 exceeding $1.000.00 in value. These industries are : 
Awnings. tents, and sails; babbitt metal and solder; bags, other than 
paper ; baking powders and yeast ; billiard tables and materials; choco· 
late and cocoa products; cloth1 sponging and refinishing; cordials and 
sirups; cork, cutting; dentists materials; dyestufl's and extracts; fla· 
voring extracts; tlour-mill and gristmill produ.cts; glue; grease and 
tallow , hat and eap maten ls; hats, straw ; iron and -steel, steel works 
and rolling mills: iron and steel forgings; label and tags; lapidary 
work ; liquors, di tilled ; mineral and soda waters ; moving pictures: 
mucilage and paste ; oil. linseed ; oil, not elsewhe1·e specified ; oilcloth 
and linoleum; paper patterns; pencil . lead ; petroleum., refining; signs 
and advertising novelties; smelting and refining, copper; sugar refining, 
not includin~ 6eet suf!al' ; tin foll; wire. Of these, 4 reported products 
valued at $10.000.000 or . over; 6, products between ~5,000,000 and 
$10.000,000 in value;· and 26, products between $1.000,00-0 and $5,-
00.0,000 in value. 

Of the five boroughs whlcll form New York City, the Borough of Man
hattan is the most Important industrially, the value of the manufac
tured products reported by the establishments within its limits 1n 19-09 
ronstituting 68.4 per cent of the total for the entire city. The propor· 
tions of the total contributed by the other boroughs in that year were 
as follows .: Brooklyn, 20.6 per cent; Queens, 7.5 per cent i the Bronx, 
2.1 per cent; and Richmond, 1.5 per cent. Eii.ch borougn made sub· 
stantlal gains from 1904 to 1909 In all items covered by the manufac
tlll'e statistics, with the single exception that the Borough of Rich· 
mond shows a decrease ln the number of proprietors and firm members. 
The relative lnerea.se In value of products was much greater in the 
Boroughs of Rlchmond and Queens, however, than in the city as a 
whole. while In the Borou_gh of Brooklyn it was c011Siderably less, the 
per~ntages of increas.e bemg as follows: New York City, 33; Borough 
of Richmond, 76.1 ; Barougb of Queens, 63.2 ; Borough of Brooklyn. 
11.7; and th~ BoroughB of Manha1:tan and tbe Bronx combined, 37.2. 
The leading industries In the Borough of Manhattan were to a large 
extent the same as those previously enumerated for the city as a whole, 
whUe in the Borough <Jf Brooklyn refined sugar wr. the 1eadlng product; 
In the Baroug:h ot Queens, smelted and :refined co,Pper; in the Borough 
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of the Bronx, pianos and organs and materials ; and in the Borough of 
Hichmond, soa p. . 

'l'I'. e t ota ls presented for New York City do not include the statistics 
fot· three estal>!ishments operated by the Federal Government, namely, 
the United States navy yard, with 3,622 wage earners and products 
valued at $7,032,416 in 1909; the United States naval clothing fac
tory, with 96 wage earners and products va lued at $670,19 , locat ed in 
Brooklyn.; and the n it ed States Lighthouse E s tablishment, with 60 
wage earners and products, such as illuminating and signal appa ratus 
and machinery and other lighthouse supplies, valued at $995,745, 
located at 'l' ompkinsville, in the Borough of Richmond. 

I have often wondered if the gentlemen who have written this 
tariff bi1l-mostly lawyers, men who have had little to do with 
the busines of the country, men who have not had to brush 
shoulders with the eYeryday workingmen, men who have not had 
to solye the problems of business-were competent to prepare 
legislation of this character which deals with the business of the 
everyday life. I am an employer of labor, and a man once said 
to me that I could not be a friend of the workingman because I 
employed him. Study the business problem of New York City, 
consult the workingmen themselves, the real workingmen, not 
some of the demagogues who claim to lead them, the man who 
labors himself, and in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred he will 
tell you that his employer is his best friend. Their interests 
are one. In our city in the past 15 years there has been an 
:werage increase in compensation among the working people of 
at least 40 per cent, and while it is true that prices have in
creased in proportion, nevertheless, the people of that city are 
more prosperous than at any time in the history of the country, 
and to-day if a man will make the least effort it is easier to save 
money out of his wages than ever before. I might go into detail 
and discuss this bill, which I am fearful will bring disaster to 
our city and the country. 

Take, for instance, the lumber schedule. I am a builder. I 
construct from 50 to 100 houses every year in the city of New 
York. I am what you might call the ultimate consumer. I buy 
the lumber and cut up and put it in buildings. Now, when the 
Payne tariff bill was under discussion I . thought perhaps there 
was something to a reduction of the duty on lumber, and I 
went home and talked to the lumber merchants in my city and 
asked them if the duty on lumber was reduced would any 
benefit come to me, and then to the people to whom I sold and 
rented my houses. The men to whom I talked said "Absolutely 
not," that the very moment we reduced the duty on lumber that 
moment the Canadian would raise the price. And so he did. 
The very next day after the Payne bill became a law the 
Canadian raised his price. I tell you, frankly, my friends, that 
the people of New York Oity have not received a particle of ad
vantage :from that reduction. Now, as to the further reduction 
under the Underwood bill. When I was home in New York last 
week I talked with several of these gentlemen and they advised 
me that they had made contracts for the fall, and that their 
arrangements with the Canadians provided that they shall 
divide the duty. The Canadian puts his price up one-half and 
the lumber merchant gets the other half. I am making con
tracts myself for lumber to be delivered this fall, and I )lave 
asked the same question and have been informed that the price 
t o me wrn be the yery same as it was this spring. Now, this 
is a situation I know myself. We are going to reduce the duty 
on lumber and convey the impression to the people that they are 
going to get cheaper homes. Can anything be more silly? 

Take the sugar problem. The great sugar refiners of this 
country-and I know whereof I speak-are very much pleased 
at the prospect of reducing the duty on sugar. I know an officer 
of one of the great refineries. He is delighted at the prospect. 
I asked him whether he thought the consumer would get any 
benefit. He reminded me of the time previous to the Spanish 
War when the duty was placed on coffee. We bought it then 
at 28 cents a pound. The duty was taken off after the war, and 
we are now paying 35 cents for the sarrie coffee. Sugar will be 
exactly the same. The duty will be divided between the foreign 
suaar planter and the refiner. The United States Treasury will 
los

0

e the revenue, and the consum~r will not get sugar cheaper 
but in some way will be compelled to make up the deficit in the 
Treasury caused by putting this commodity on the free list. 

Let me refer to the ready-made clothing. I talked to a gentle
man, who is the principal owner of one of the largest stores in 
New York, since this tariff bill was reported. I said to him: 
"Is it a fact that you will be able to sell your $10 suit of all
wool clothing for about $8? " He said, "No; it will sell for the 
same price, but we will give you better wool." "Do you not 
advertise at present that this $10 suit is of all wool?" "Yes," 
he replied, "but the new wool suit will be better grade." " Will 
it wear much longer?" "Well, maybe not, but it would be 
better." And so I talked to a prominent tailor in my city along 
the same lines. I asked him if the $25 suit of clothes he has 
been making a specialty of would be any cheaper. He said, 

" No"; but he thought it would be a better grade of g-oods, but 
did not expect it would be sold any clleaper. I ta lked to an- · 
other of the leading tailors in New York City. I asked him 
if he was going to be able to sell his $35 suit of clothes and $40 
overcoat cheaper. "No," he said, "but you will get a finer 
grade of wool.' ~ And so, on every hand there is the same excuse, 
showing the consumer will get nothing except the glad hand. 
They tell you of better material, but never any saving in price. 
They reduced the duty on cheap gloves. Did the people here 
benefit? No. Tlle makers abroad raised the price. 

I haYe made inquiry relative to the total >aluation of imports 
and exports from the city of New York and from the United 
States from the days of the Wilson-Gorman tariff bill down to· 
last year, and propose inserting the same in the R E CORD. 

Imports into and eOJports from Neio York and the total United States, 
r espect i1:ely, ioith duties collected on imports during the fiscal vears 
endi ng Ju1ie so, 1895, to 1912, inclusiue. 

Imports. Exports. 

Fiscal 
years, New York. Total United States. New York. Total United 
June States. 
30. 

Value. Duty. Value. Duty. Value. ·Value. 

Dollars. Dollars. Dollars. Dollars. Dollars. DoUars. 
1895 .. 477, 741, 128 101, 750, 165 731,162,090 147, 901, 218 325, 580, 062 807,538,165 
1896 •. 499, £32, 792 106, 666, 185 759, 694, 084 156, 104, 598 354, 27 4, 941 882, 606, 938 
1897 •. 480, 603, 580 118, 365, 076 789,2.'ll,030 171, 779,194 391, 679, 907 11,050,993,556 
1898 .. 4.02, 281, 050 100, 424, 617 587, 153, 700 144, 258, 563 44.'l, 515, 794 11, 231, 482, 330 
1899 .. 465, 559, 650 134,0TI,173 685, 441, 892 200, 873, 429 ~9,444,217 1,227,023,302 
1900 •. 537,237,282 150, 153, 068 830, 519, 252 228, 364, 556 518,834,471 l, 394, 4S3, 082 
1901 - . 527, 259, 906 150, 330, 669 807, 763,301 232,641,499 529, 592, 978 1,487, 764,991 
1902 .. 559, 930, 849 163, 606, 071 899, 793, 754 250, 550, 428 490, 361, 695 1,381, 719,401 
1903 ·- 618, 705, 662 178, 852, 021 1, 007, 960, 110 279, 779, 587 505, 829, 694 1, 420, 141, 679 
1904. . 600,171,033 168, 677, 030 981, 22,559 257, 392, 0.55 506, 808, 013 11, 460, 827, 271 
1905 ·- 679, 629, 256 170, 570, 029 1,.0 7,118,133 257' 898, 130 524, 726, 005 1,518,561,666 
1906 •• 734, 350, 823 192, 985, 952 1, 213, 417, 649 293, 557, 984 607,160,314 1, 743,864,500 
1907 ·- 853, 696, 952 217, 127, 610 1, 415, 402, 285 329, 121, 659 627, 949, 857 11, 880, 851, 078 
1908 ·- 688, 215, 938 184, 235, 337 1, 183, 120, 665 282, 273, 432 701, 062, 913 1,860, 773,343 
1909 •. 779, 308, 944 195, 008, 723 1, 281, 641, 735 294, 377' 360 607, 239, 481 [1, 663, 011, 104 
1910 • . 935, 990, 958 214, 686,318 1, 547, 109, 137 326, 263, 093 651,9 6,356 1, 744, 984, 720 
1911 .. 881, 592, 689 200, 818, 397 1, 527, 945, 652 309,581,944 772, 552, 449 2,049,320,199 
1912 •. 975, 7~,320 194, 752, 639 1, 640, 722, 902 304,597,035 817, 945, 803 2, 204, 322, (09 

It will be observed that in the year 1895 the total value ot im
ports into the United States was $731,000,000. and the duty col
lected on these imports was nearly $148,901,000, while the value 
of the exports was $807,538,000, in all over $7G,OOO,OOO more 
than the imports. Under the Payne tariff bill the imports last 
year were $1,614,722,000, and the duty paid thereon was 
$304,597,000. As against this the exports la~t year were 
$2,204,000,000. These figures show tbat the exports have increased 
during the past 17 years nearly 300 per cent, in amount equal to 
$1,400,000,000; and in the same period the imports have in
creased $900,000,000, and the duty on these imports under the 
Payne bill has more than doubled the amount paid under the 
Wilson-Gorman Act, proving conclusively that not only has the 
Payne Tariff Act been a revenue producer but it has invited for
eign competition. To say that it is prohibitive and that it has 
restricted trade seems to me to be a statement that is not borne 
out by facts; and, furthermore, these :figures show that 60 per 
cent of all these imports have come through the city of New 
York and that 40 per cent of the exports have passed through 
the same port. 

I could discuss nearly every schedule submitted in almost the 
same way, and I haye come to the conclusion that after all is 
said and done this bill in question will work disaster to 
that great metropolis, which is the pulse beat of the Nation. I 
have tried to discuss this with my colleagues. We are here 
21 Members from Greater New York-my Bull Moose friend, 
l\Ir. CHANDLER, who, I am informed, will Yote against this meas
ure, and the 19 Democrats, who haYe apparently banded them
selves together to vote for it despite the outcome. I have been 
waiting patiently to hear one of them get up in his place and 
defend the great manufacturing industries of their city, but up 
to this moment have failed to hear one of them say a word 
along these lines. I am enough of a patriot to express the hope 
that this measure will not work great disaster to our people; 
but if I am to judge by the views of nearly every man I meet 
when I return to my home they are viewing this whole problem 
with apprehension. I have conscientiously sought advice on the 
subject to get my bearings. 

In this connection I wish to insert in the R ECORD a number of 
communications I have received, particularly one from Mr. 
Julian D. Fairchild, president of the Kings County Trust Co., 
of Brooklyn, one of our leading citizens and a great student of 
business, and, besides, treasUl'er of the regular Democratic PartY, 
in Brooklyn. 
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'.Krnas ,CoUNTY 'rltusx :Co., and come again to our market place with your products. Wit 

Brooklyn, N. l7" AprU l."17 11.9t3• will dispose of them and give you back the products of the millB 
Hon. WILLIA-Y 1\I. :C:A.LDIDR, M'.. :C., d th kill 

House ·v.f Representati.v-es, Wasllith.Uton, n. O. , an e s ~ and labor of the workingman. 
DEAit Sm : Your letter is received, inclosiilg copy <>f the new tartlf : I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank the House for -the at-

and 'income-trur bill, 'regaTding whlch you ask my vfows.. ' tention which it hil.S given, and trust I have said something 
While favoring .a .m.ocrera:te -reduction of import duties, I should be [ h" h h · · f t• t b · t 

very sorry to see this bill become a law in Us preserrt shape. The 'l>ld [ w lC as given some ID o.nna i-0_n on this importan su Jee • 
Wilson bill of 1~93 was a radi.eal one. 1ts effect on trade and . com- i ROCKWOOD & Co., 
merce was so dlSastrous that it ·was repealed. The proposed bill ls , MANUFACTURERS OF COCOAS AND CHOCOLATES, 
even :more dru&t.ic and destructive. . . . · . . , Brooklyn, N. Y-, ApriZ 1'1, 1913. 

'l'h1s country is not now as well able to withstand t;nwise tardf legts- ; Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDER, · 
latian as it was in 18.9&. In 1890 the total population of the United i House -of Repreeentativoo, Washi-ngton, D. 0. 
States was about 63;000,000. In 1910 it was nearly 92,000,000. In t H 
1890, 63 per cent Df itbe p.opulatron ·tilled tl1E .soit, wo!ked ·the . . ~es, : ONO:RABL"E Sm: On the 15th instant we forwaTded you a tele.;ram, a 
rand managed the -ranches, a:nd only :37 p·er ,cent lived :m the <Cities :a.s co~y of which we give herewith : . 
manufac.turers, traders, :md lruborei:.s. In ;t!HO only 45 per cent of the · ·[tis impossible fur the <!ocoa anc} chocolate industry in this countr7 
·population wer,e a.gricul:turists, ~bile 55 per cent were tta-ders ·and. ro~- . to i;tro~er or .even bold its -0wn un. der the proposed new tariJl'. An .ex
·sumers. The eonseguence 1>f this ·tremendous shift o0f pDpnlatlon ·within ummatwn of the facts will readily show this. Eight per cent duty iS 
the short see of 20 years Lis not generally reallied. :entirely inadequate when 'Comparing American wages with foreign 

f •ty of :w:ages, to say nuth1ng of many other fa.ct-ors." 
Modern igratio.n is rapidly cha11ging us rom a comnnmi May we have some expressi-0n of opinion from ""OU as to the llkell· 

farmers. miners, and ranchmen ·to ·a nation fJf traders, .ele:r!ks, n.nd J 

labo1·ers. I:s ·not ·the high cost of living due to tlli shift of ·population hood of 1:he proposed ·tariff on chocolate and cocoa being carried tnt• 
.from the farm to the -city rather than to the tariff, :combinations of effect on the basis proposed; that is., 8 per cent on all manufactured 
capital, or the increased -production of gold? chocolate and cocoa? 

And is It wise finance or :good bmin on the 'pn:rt ,of Congress to The industry 1n this country has been severely competitive for a 
sacrifice over fifty · millions of certain revenue in order to give the pub- good many years, and particularly 1>0 for th~ past few years. ·!'here is 
lie the uncertain tbenefit of free sugar? It does not Io:llow -'that free not the slightest evidence of any excess of prosperity, and there ts every 
sugar will result in cheaper sugar. The actual outlook seems to be evidence that the public have been supplied with cocoa and chocolates 
that the infrvitable .closing down of many of our beet-sugar plants will upun .a basis .of .extremely close margin. 
enable not only the foreign producer but the 1·emaining domestic :p:r.o- If thern were duty on raw material-that is, the cocoa bean-an(J 
ducers to increase prices coincident with the decreased supply. Every- that duty was taken off and, at the same time, the duty on the manu
-0ne knows that control of a product means contr.oJ of its price. facture was also partly r.educ.ed, it would not be such a severe proposi-

The same ol>jection, in pi'inc1p1e,, applies ifto free wo:oL With the tlon, and, besides that, it would very probably effect a ·reduced cost to 
duty <#f, the ,price of wool would promp.tly drop and ,gradually become the corummer without iajurlng the industry in this country and with
lower and lower, un"tll there would be :no profit 1n Ta:islng d0mest1c out hurting the interests of the thousands of empl-Oyees who del'ive 
'Sheep. At the -sam-0 time, because o.f ·the decreasing .supply, the p.rice o'f their livelihood from work 1n this industry. 

001-and ·mutto.n, too-w.ottld .steadily advance wlth the curtailment of Almost everything that goes into the manufactured chocolate, ex-
tlle sheep ranebes. "i'his .being so, it would seem tha:t the only uJtimate cepti11g the eocoa bean, is brought Into the country under a bigb tartif,. 
'beneficiaries of free wool would be foreign .sheep .raisers :and foreign and labor ls fu be paid f.or at about 'twice the ra.tes paid in the countries 
woolen manufacturers., witb their chellJ) lahoT. ln E1'!1'ope w..here checolate 15 largely manufactured. Even .England, a 
· We have alre:.rd-y tried 'the -kind of tariff proposed by tlris hill. The ·p1-actically free-trade country. hl!rs ~ duty of 4 eents per pound on 
result was harminL Why try it again? 'Such Tadical dianges a11 manufactured cocoa, which is, on an average, not -far from 20 to 2.5 per 
down the 'Jist would certainly cause some industries to shut down, ·cent >0n th-0 imported goods. Germany, France, Holland, and Spain, as 
others to work on reduced time, an<l the consequence wiJI be commercial well as Italy and Austria, all have higher rates of dufy o:n choco:lates 
fa.Bures, business deo.resslon, ·and widespread suffering for labor. -and cocoas. 1t may th~refore be said that the pr.oposed ;reduction would 

The bill concedes -that -the reduced duties would so largely decrease in no way beip th-0 industry in this country to export goo<ls to .other 
the Government's income that some other source .of rev.enu-0 must be countries, but would lay it open to unequal competition in .this coun
found in order to make ;op the deficit. The :framers f:>.f this 'bill-who try. The foreign manufacturer gets a rebate -from his Government, ana 
-are undoubtedly ho.nest in their o.pini'OllS-evideBtly believe that by witb cheap labor and almost everythin&' else .cheap he will be able to 
taxing incomes of ,over $4,000 this deficiency burden would be east ship goods to this country at a less price than they can be ,profitably 
upon those wen able to cbear lt. That remairui to be seen. :produced here. 

From my business experience 1 venture to predict that if this bill To our minds it is evident tllat such a tariff as ls proposed wUI force 
ls enacted ln its :present Turm -~ Gov-ernment will not .only lose its the manufacturers in this country to lower the wages o! their em
.sugar and wool ·re.venues, bnt th.at the public ·will not r-eceive the ployees. !In n-0 sense could this be intended as a retaliation ; it simply 
anticipated benefit 'from 1t'he :re.duotion. 'Tarlft' .duties sheuld be re- means that in order to keep their factories going and to compete in 
duced on.J,y -0n such mer.eha.ndise and materifil as <Can plainly smnd the any seime wltll the foreigner. their pay rolls would have to be largely 
reduction, antJ wlthout appreciably less.enlng Federal revenues or lln- lessened. 
settling general business. Aside from th~ regular eompetition with the foreign manufacturer, 

Furthermore, it seems to me that the income tax may be resented as we have to contend also with the manufacturers who, finding business 
class legislation and -f.ound to be premature, expensive, and uncertain. in their own country not sufficient to k.e~p their factories going, will 
Would ft not have lleen wiser not to have brought this tax forward at resort to the shipment df gDOds tu the tfnite:d .States at even less 'than 
this time, bat tG have reserved it for future requirements when found cost. We, In turn, could not resort to any such methods be.cam;e of 
to be absolutely necessary/ Any deficiency · in revenue resulting from 1lh:! higb duties on the other side. · 
a just reduction of J:he ·tari·li' could be readily made up by a small stamp We believe it ls not very well lmown that eom:petition .amon"' th-e 
ta:x upon 'Cheeks, legal and commercial documents, proptieta.I'Y medi- manufacturers in the United States on chocoJates .and cocoas has "'been 
cines, and like articles. Such a tax, equally, widel;y, 11nd jllstly dis- so keen that only the very smallest margins of profit have been reaped 
tributed, would produce the necessary deficiency revenue, be inex- :in an industry ,fuat might expect a reasonable margin owing to the 

't>.ensively collected, and ·be rgen-0ra:Ily acquiesced in. large tnvestments necessary; ln other 'l'i'Ords, the public hav~ been lnry-
R.esp.edfully,, ynurs, -ers of coeoas and clweolates at an abnormally low cate, considering the 

ifULIAN D. FAmCHILD. e~pense of manufacturing In this eountry. 
''l"'his gentleman hns always -contributed largely t-0 Democratic We do not believe .that the a.dminffitratlon would :favor the carryin"' 

through of sru:h a reduction 1n tarifl' :as is praposed if the :faet:s Wl!I"'e 
support and he believed in the candidacy of President Wllson :really known. 
last year and believ-ed he was 'Voting for .a eo:nservatlve tariff We ask mJch assistance as you can give us corurlstent with bringing 
measure. His 'letter covers the ground fully and ;r would like tile actual faets before Confiess a.nd the President. so tbat a mistake 
every Member of the House to ;read it. I J>ropose .also to take ~~~an~~s~;a1; ";'~~\0~~~ ilisastrous to the general chocolate and 
.ad>'Rntage of the lea>e to print by inserting in the RECORD a Very i·espectfully, Ro.CKw-000 & -Co., 
number of letters from 'business men, manufacturers, and work- WALLACE T. JoNES, 
mgmen of the -city of New York. In .relation to tlbis measure I-' President. 
let me suggest to my colleagues from the metropolis, before BnooKLYN, Apnl !5, 1913. 
it is too late. not to take :the chance ,of plunging the great rank Hon. WILMAM M. CALDER, 

di 
Representative Sixth Oongressfonal Di.~triot, 

and file ·of the people mto stress nnd disaster. There are men House of Representatives, Washington, D. a. 
!in this very !I"OOID WlJ.O will vote for iliis m~urie, but wi11 do SO DEAR Srn: As the Representative in Congress from the district in 
with great misgiving. I :know of several Members of this House which I reside, I wish to call your attention to the effects which would 
.fr-0m New York City w.ho have ;said to me that, while they feel follow the proposed reduetien of tbe duty on manufactured cocoa and 
bound by their party -ea '11:~S to support this bil1, the.Y a-re fearful ii1g~~!~te under the bill known as the Underwood bill now before the 

.of its outcome. The manufacturers now find it difficult to compete with the product 
Mr. Chairman, I have just laid hefo110 tl!.e 'COmm1ttee a sho:rt .of the f-0reign low-priced labor; and if the duty on manufactured cocoa 

f '"' f .,.,. 1 . ~ . and chocolate should be reduced from 2~ cents -per po11Dd and 10 per 
-statement o the e:u:eet -o wre egis1ation upon t'he city of New ·cent nd valor..em to .8 per eent ad v,ale:rem as provided in Schedule G of 
York. I ha'V'e tried to show how that great dty has d~ve1oped the proposed bill, man;- of th-em will have to close down their plants 
as .a result 10f the prosperity of the country. I want to impress and discharge their empk>yees. I am employed by one sueb manu-

th H · ~1 .. d" • t th 'd th t th · f taeturer, and ·on behalf of ~self a.no others interested I usk y~m to 
upon e onse, lil CO.Ilw..u 1ng, JUS e l ea a e city 0 New -0ppose such change in the -duty, to protect such employees against the 
York wan.ts the whole -ceuntry to know that it is exceedingly l~ss of their positions which would .result from :such change. 
friendly, thnt on:r iin:terests are common, that where you succeed Your8" respeetfull.Y, 

DONALD B. WILSHEAB. it is our success, and that when we are prgsperous nnd domg 
well we w.ant you to be likewise. Pei·chance at times you may 
feel that some men ana some interests illl.Te 'Sought to make . 
more than they ·ar~ jllStl;y entitled t-0 of the profits of the 
-country. If there aTe any such men or interests, the good 
,people of o0u-r -city will Join you in -condemning them. 

Let us go on together developing ou:r gr.eat country with its 
,great ansantages .and gr.eat min~al ·and agricultlrral w,ealth, 

FOLLMER, CLOGG & Co., 
J.Lu.'lTFACTUilERS OF U:u1mELLAS, PARA:SOLS, AND CAN.&s, 

Neio Y~rk, N. Y., April 18, 1918. 
Mr. WILLIAM M. CALDER, 

Was1iingtim, D. -0. 
MY DEAR AIR. CALDER: Amnng the proposed tariff changes umbrellafJ 

and :parasols are ~educed from 50 per cent to .30 per cent, while the ·silks 
and unions .PR.Y 45 per cent. Now, it surely must hn-ve been an over-
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sight to give a preference of 15 per cent to the foreign manufacturers 
and handicap the American makers by havin5 the completed article 15 
per cent lower than the c'/.mponent parts. 

If this were passed, it would close up our factory. 
Yours, truly, L. J. ARATA. 

C .. J. TAGLIABUE MFG. Co., 
INSTilUMENTS FOR INDICATING, RECORD! 'G, AND 

CONTROLLING TEMPERATURE AND PRESSURE, 

Hon. W. M. CALDER, 
Washington, D. 0. 

Broolclyn, N. Y., Aprii 2S, 1913. 

HONORED Sm: Herewith we wish to express ourselves as opposed to 
any legislation that would be disastrous to the domestic beet and cane 
suaar industries. 

Without doubt, free sugar will require your consideration shortly in 
the present taritl' agitation, and we hope you will oppose the measure. 

The domestic sugar companies at present expend some $75,000,000 
annually, and free sugar would result1 we believe, in at least materially 
cutting down such expenditure, if not wiping it out almost altogether. 
To offset this amount v;.ill only mean that more money originating with 
the American consumer will have to go to foreign countries for raw 
sugar. · 

Also our merchant marine would be injured by not having the present 
return cargoes of raw sugar from United States insular possessions. 

Thanking you in advance for giving your earnest consideration to 
this protest, we are, 

Yours, very truly, C. J. TAGLIABUE MFo. Co. 
C. J. TAGLIABUE, President. 

D. SAUNDERS' SONS (INC.), 
.MANUFACTURERS OF PIPE THREADING AND CUTTING 

MACHINERY, ALSO HAND TOOLS, 

Ilon. W. M. CALDER, 
Yonkers, N. Y., April 10, 1913. 

Cong,-essman from New York, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR SIR : We write to protest against the proposed lowering of the 

sugar tariff as affecting the beet-sugar industry of this country, which 
bas grown from a small beginning to relatively large proportions, and 
if given proper protection would expand very much further. We accord
ingly urge that any action you may take in the matter of the tariff ques
tion as affecting this industry will be such as will be favorable to the 
continuance and development of the same. 

Also, as manufacturers of machinery, we object to any reduction of 
tarltl' on machine tools, as certainly it can not be expected tbat the 
American workingman should be brought to the same standard of wages 
and living as the mechanics abroad, and this, we believe, would be the 
inevitable result of any material reduction in the tariff on machinery 
and machine tools at this time. 

Feeli ng assured that you will find the sentiments as here expressed to 
be in keeping with. the majority of those whom you may hear from on 
this subject, we remaini 

Yours, respectful y, n. SAUNDERS' SONS (INC.), 

Ilon. WILLIAM M. CALDER, 
Washington, D. 0. 

Per W. L. SAUNDERS, 
Vice President. 

BROOKLYN, N. Y., April 12, 1913. 

DEAR Sm : As a member of the Photo-Gelatine Workers' Union of 
America, and as one of the constituents of the seventeenth assembly 
district, of which you are the Representative, I respectfully ask you to 
use all means at your command to prevent the lowering of the tariff on 
imported pictures or any other goods produced by the photogelatine 
process. 

The reasons for asking you to do so are many, and all are of equal 
importance to the welfare and further development of the photogelatine 
process in this country, an industry which, at its best, can only be 
considered as being in a state of infancy. 

Furthermore, should the tariff be lowered on the goods as above 
mentioned, it would be impossible for our employers to compete with 
the foreign producers, and consequently they would be compelled either 
to abandon the industry or reduce our wages to such an extent as to 
almost deprive us of a decent livelihood, to which we as American citi
zens are justly entitled. 

Any . further information you may desire on this subject you will find 
in the printed testimony before the Ways and Means Committee under 
the title " Schedule M." 

In conclusion, I respectfully urge you again to protect this infant 
American industry of ours, for by so doing you will not only protect 
our homes but assure us a prosperous and bright future. 

With the assurance of my gratitude and high esteem, I remain, 
Yours, very respectfully, 

FRANK GRE.FJ~QUIST. 

THE MOEIILE LITHOGRAPHIC CO., 
Brooklyn, April 18, 1913. 

Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDER, M. C., 
Washfngton, D. 0. 

DEAR Sm: In submitting herewith, for your kind consideration, a 
petition of our employees, to whom a full work week with American 
standard of wages is most essentialt we beg to state, in our own behalf, 
that the American indust ry of litnograpby bas not become rich and 
opulent and indolent behind a high "protective tariff' wall." 

For half a lifetime, to the writer's personal knowledge, it has b·een a 
struggle against an avalanche of importations from Europe, chiefly 
from Germany, and if anyone in the lithographic line has realized more 
than fair returns for his labor and other investments, he bas been very 
fortunate. 

The present Payne-Aldrich bill does not equalize the difference be
tween the German and American standard of wages, cost of raw mate
rial, and overhead expenses, and in consequence German lithographed 
merchandise is being used in this country to a great extent, keeping 
many American pre ses idle. 

The proposPd Underwood taritr on lithography will simply flood the 
country with Europpan importations. It will mean reduced time for 

~frt~!11tJ~a~~~~gJ1 tiWi ~g~a1?eiu~reii~; !~twr'~~~fvel~~t.~r~J 1n_~~fb~:i~t:s~: 
like con. iderntion, and we appeal to you not to deprive us of the small 
legitimate returns we are entitled to for our labor and investment. 

There should not be the slightest reduction from the present ratel 
and the duty, whatever it may be, should be specific instead of an aa 
valorem duty as proposed by l\fr. UNDERWOOD, which duty has proved 
in the past to be the means of a great many intentional and unin
tentional undervaluations. 

Respectfully, THE MOEHLE LITilOGRAPHIC Co., : 
c. E. MOEHLE, Pre&ident. 

Protest signed by over 500 employees. 

BROOKLYN, Aprii 19, 1913. 
Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDER, M. C. 

1\!Y DEAR Sm: I ' am employed as a stipple artist in the Moehle Litho
graph Co., of Flatbush, and am aware of the danger that the litho
graphic lndustry is put in by the proposed Underwood tariff bill. It 
will mean the destruction of the lithographic industry of our country if 
the bill is passed, and therefore ask of you to favor me by doing your 
utmost by protecting my trade, at which I have been working for over 
20 years, and could not very well go at something else or leave my 
country to work in Germany, where the biggest part of the work will 
go. Even now, with the protection we have, almost $6,000 worth of 
llthographic work comes in daily from Europe. As an American and as 
a Republican brother I appeal to you to use all your influence in giving 
the htbographic industry protection, so that the many men and women 
employed therein will be able to make a living. 

Thanking you for yom· favor in advance, and wishing you success, 
I am, . 

Very respectfully, Co~'RA.D F. KnOMM. 

Hon. WILLIAM .M. CALDER, 
BROOKLYN, April 19. 1!)13. 

United States Conot·ess. 
DEAR Sm : As the taritr Is to be taken up by Congress and revised, I 

beg to call your attention to lithography, as I am making a Uvlng by it. 
If the tariff' ts reduced on cigar labels, cigar bands, and other litho

graphs it will put us out of work, because in Europe they work 154 to 
60 hours per week, while we work 48 hom·s, and the wages paid in 
Europe ls only one-half of what is paid in the United States. So you 
see bow easy it would be for Europe to sell their lithographs here with 
a lower taritr, whlle we have nothing to do. 

Trusting you will give this your careful consideration and do your 
utmost to protect us, I remain, 

Sincerely, yours, AUGUST S. IlROWN. 

HENRY F. BIRGEL, LITHOGRAPHER, 
Neio rork, A.Pril 22, 1913. 

Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDER, 
House of Rep1·esentatives, Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR Sm : The present taritl' on the lithographed products does not 
give sufficient protection against foreign competition. The lithographlc 
industry, even with an adequate tariff protection, is not as profitable 
as other American Industries. . 

The Underwood faritl' revision would mean idle machinery, workmen 
thrown out of jobs, wages cut to almost nothing, longer hours. In short, 
it would be so disastrous that the American lithographer could not exist. 

We therefore request that you exert your in.fluence to protect with 
an adequate tariff the American lithographer. 

Yours, respectfully, 
HENRY F. BIRGEL. 
THEODORE H. BIRGEL. 

ALLIED PRINTING TRADES COUNCIL 

Hon. W. M. CALDER, 
House of Representatives. 

OF NEW YORK STATE, 
New Yo1·k, April 17, 1!113. 

DEAR Sm : The proposed tariff bill, after an extensive investigation 
by the Ways and Means Committee, is now under consideration. 

Schedule 1\I is the one affecting the printing industry and under which 
heading the following parts of the printing industry will be affected: 
Photo-engraving, electrotyping, stereotyping, composition, presswork, and 
bookbinding. 

The' paragraphs of the bill which will affect us are 337, 341, and 
paragraph 427 of the free list. As to paragraphs 337 and 341, we are 
opposed to any reduction. 'rbe rate at present is 25 per cent and it is 
proposed to reduce it to 15 per cent. 

The competition with the improved American machinery which ls 
being used on the other side, the longer hours, and lower wages is even 
a menace to-day to the printing interest of this State, and we hope 
that you will be able to use your influence in every way to prevent any 
reduction. 

The printing industry is the second largest in this State, and you 
· can therefore apJJreciate what this means in the event that a large 
number of our people are thrown out of employment. There are over 
35,000 members of our unions in the State of New York, all of whom 
will be affected in the event the proposed redt'.lction goes into effect. 
If a small percentage of thPse are thrown out of employment, it will 
mean that they will be competing witb tbe others, with the result that 
we may not be able to continue to enjoy the conditions we have at 
present and can not take advantage of the lower cost of living in the 
future, which, at the best, is a very doubtful question as to how this 
will really affect the consumer. 

Thanking you for your serious consideration to this question, l 
remain 

Yours, very truly, - DAVID A. WALSH, 
Secretarv-Treasurer. 

El. B. MOORE & Co., 
DISTRIBUTORS OF TEXTILES, 

Neto York, Apt·il 16, 1919. 
Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDEll, 

Hottse Otfi,ce B ui lding, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR MR. CALDER: By way of introduction I would say that I 

live nt 574 Fifth Street, Brooklyn, and have voted for you from 
this residence. I am also a nephew of Mr. Frederick' W. Singleton and 
have bad the pleasure of meeting you, though my name might have 
escnped vonr memory. 

I have taken the liberty of writing you regarding the changes in the 
tnrifl' p1·1Jpospd in Schedule K 

I am a member of the above ti.rm, who are largely interested in mills 
making woolen cloths, which business will be greatly affected by the 
tariff changes. 
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The bill as introduced calls for a duty of 35 per cent on cloth, 

which I sincerely believe will not give us a fighting chance to compete 
with the low-priced labor of Europe, and I also believe that under a 
duty of 50 per cent the benefits to all of the peo~le would be just as 
great as under the 35 per cent rate, and in addition to that it would 
mean a fighting chance for cvet• a million of our citizens who are 
directly Interested in the textile business. 

There is another feature of the bill which as a business man you 
will appreciate. In the operation of our plants it is necessary for us 
to carry in raw materia and goods in process of manufacture an 
amount equal to one-quarter of our yearly production. In addition to 
this it ts necessary for us to arrange by contract for raw material 30 
to 60 days ahead of its delivery . . 

Under these circumstances you can readily see that if the duties 
under the new taritr law on our raw material, wool, and our finished 
product, cloth, are made effective at the same time there will be a 
shrinkage in the value of goods in process equal to the reduction in 
duty. It ls impossible for us to avoid this without running out the 
entfre stock at the mill and starting afresh at the time that the duty 
becomes effective. . 

As I remember, the provision of the bill passed by the last Congress 
nnd vetoed by President Taft provided for a duty on the finished article 
to become effective on January 1, 1913, or five months after the sign
ing of the bill, giving us time to work oft' our raw material purchased 
at high prices and to fill the machinery with material bought at a lower 
price. 

I trust that this situation will appeal to your business judgment, and 
that you will use every effort to at least have the date of the duty 
on cloth put as becommg effective five months after the date of the 
signing of the bUl. 

I understand that a movement is already on foot in Congress along 
this line, and I sincerely hope that you will use your own efforts in 
favor of this change. 

With best wishes, 
Yours, truly, LOUIS F. SINGLETO~. 

BAER BROTHERS, 
MANUFACTURERS OF BRONZE POWDERS, 

New York, April !~, 1913. 
Hon. W. ¥"· CALDER, · 

United States Congressman, Washington, D. O. 
DEAR Sm : In our telegram of yesterday we pointed out to you that 

the bronze-powder trade in this country ls evenly divided up. Germany 
at tbe present time supplies this market with one-half of this article, 
and the other half is made by the American bronze-powder factories. 

The proposed revision from 12 cents per pound to 25 per cent ad 
valorem duty will positively give the entire bronze trade of this country 
to Germany and necessitate the closing up of the American factories. 

We hardly believe that it is your desire to legislate us out of business. 
Respectfully, yours, 

BAER BROS. 

J. LEE s~nTH & Co., 
lliPORTERS AND MANUFACTUREllS, DRY PAINTS, 

New York, April 16, 1913. 
Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDER, 

House of Representativ es, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR MR. CALDER : You have often written me that if at any 

time you could do anything for me in Washington you would be very 
glad to do so. 

The proposed new tarilr bill makes no discrimination in the ad 
valorem duty on ocher, umber. and sienna between the crude and pow
dered state. We believe that this was an oversight when framing 
the bill. 

Our large plant in Brooklyn depends mostly upon the powdering 
of the crude goods, which we import in large quantities. 

We have written direct to-day to our esteemed President and to 
Congressman UNDERWOOD, and we inclose you a copy of the letter. If 
you can brin~ this matter directly to the attention of Mr. UNDERWOOD 
a.nd use any mfiuence to cause a change or partial change in the duty 
as outlined in the inclosed letter, I shall appreciate it very much. 

With kindest regards, I remain, 
Very truly, yours, 

SINCLAIR SMITH. 

As there are no umbers or siennas mined in this country that can 
favorably compete with those imported it is only reasonable that our 
manufacturing plants and workmen should receive the benefit of the 
powdering of the goods. We remain, 

Very respectfully, yours, 
J, LEE SMITH & Co, 

JAMES CHIEVES & Co., 
IMPORTERS AND JOBBERS, 

New Yot·k, April 18, 1913. 
Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDER·, M. C., 

Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR Sm: The writer, a former neighbor of yours in the old days 

of Thirteenth Street and who Is still a resident of your district, takes 
the liberty to communicate with you in the matter pertaining to the 
tariff which is now before Congress. · · 

We are importers of cereal products, and if the duty is reduced as 
contemplated and the tariff becomes a law the day after passage we 
would be heavy losers. Business has been at a standstill for several 

. months and many of we importers have stock on hand. We should be 
entitled to a few months' time after the new tariff is ratified to dis
pose of our ~oods without severe loss. Consequently we are writing you 
to lend your effort in having Congress to give a reasonable time after 
tbe passage before the new duty goes into effect. This is nothing but 
fair to the business man, and we shall hope that our request is not far 
from your views. 

With all best wishes for your success, we are, 
Yours, very truly, 

Hon. WILLIAM M. CALDER, 
Washington, D. 0. 

JAMES CHIEVES & CO. 
J. A. PHILLIPS, Vice President. 

C. H. PARSONS Co., 
BAG :f.!A.NUFACTURERS, 

New York, April 19, 1913. 

DEAR Sm: As a manufacturer of bags, under Schedule J, would call 
your attention to the grave error that has probably been made by the 
Ways and Means Committee when reporting these items of the bill, 
namely: · 

Page 72, lines 20 and 21, paragraph 292 : Plain woven fabrics of 
single jute yarns, by whatever name known, 25 per cent ad valorem. 

Page 73, lines 3, 4, and 5, paragraph 294: Bags or sacks made from 
plain woven fabrics. of single jute yarns. not dyed, colored, stained, 
painted, printed, or bleached, 25 per cent ad valorem. 

Comparing the compound duty for paragraph 292 under the old rafe 
(nine-sixt eenths cent per pound and 15 per cent ad valorem) makes 
the ad valorem duty as now proposed higher than it was. . 

Paragraph 294 cuts us bag manufacturers oft' without any protection. 
We are sending you copies of briefs that were handed to the Ways and 
Means Committee, giving you our position, with statistics and available 
information regarding this Industry. We call your attention particu
larly to the supplement, referrmg to pomts A, B, and C. 

We most urgently ask you to recommend that the bill be aml"nded by 
making paragraph 2!l2 read 15 per cent ad valorem and leaving para
graph 294 as reported, 25 per cent ad valorem. That simply gives us 
10 per cent duty protection against the pauper labor of India, rates for 
which you will note on the fourth page of statement dated Januarv 17. 

As no burlap cloth is made in this country, the 15 per cent would be 
revenue and the extra 10 per cent for bags would be a living protection 
only to the industry represented by burlap-bag manufacturers in 28 
d.ifferent States. 

We most heartily and earnestly ask you to use your efforts in secur: 
ing for our industry the means of livelihood since the present measure 
as proposed in paragraph 292 and 294 means almost certain death to 
our industry ·in this country. If the bill Is passed as proposed, the 
manufacturing of burlap bags will be transferred to Calcutta, India. 

No trust or combination exists among bag manufacturers; freest and 
fullest competition. • 

Summary : We earnestly recommend paragraph 292 to read, 15 per 
cent ad valorem; paragraph 294 to read. 25 per cent ad valorem. 

Trusting you will see the simple justice of the above request, we 
remain 

Yours, very truly, E. s. FROST, Vice President. 
J. LEE SMITH & Co., , -

IMPORTERS AND MA UFAC-TURERS, JOHN MORGAN & SO,.S, 
New York, April 16, 1918. STAINED GL SS WINDOWS, 

Hon. OSCAB w. UNDERWOOD New York, April 10, 1913. 
Oha·irman of Ways and Means Committee, Hon. W. M. CALDER, M. C., 

House of Rept·esentatives, Washington, D. 0.. House of Representatfoes, Washingto1i, D. 0. 
Srn: In the proposed new tarifl'. bill as reported ln "Schedule A, D:rnAR MR. CALDER: I am in receipt of your valued favor of . the 9th 

chemicals, oils, and paints," the duty on ocher and ochery earths, sienna instant, and also tbe copy of tbe Underwood bill. 
and sienna earths, and umber and umber earths ls 5 per cent ad To my greatest astonishment and regret I see that stained-glass 
valorem in both tbe crude and .powdered state. It costs abroad an windows, when imported for churches, have been put on the. free list 
average of 52 cents to powder a hundred pounds of these materials under paragraph 659. As I already mentioned to you brfore, t hat if 
and in this country $1.06. This tesults that it costs 54 cents more to this becomes a law we shall be compelled to give up our business, and 
do the work here, on account of the high cost of labor, etc., than it every firm in tbe country in my line wiJJ have to do tbe same. Tbe 
does to do the work in Europe. whole thing has been played into the hands of forei!?n firms. 'rhey can 

Your proposed tariff bill allows less than 3 cents per hundred send their windows here duty free and we can close our shops, thus 
pounds to compensate the manufacturer in this country for 54 cents deprivin~ some eight or ten thousand workingmen in the United States 
increased cost. Unless the grinder here be protected by a ·greater ad of a livelihood. 
valorem duty on the powdered material it will result that all these Mr. UNDERWOOD, I believe, frequently expressed himself that the new 
goods will be powdered abroad, thus causing the closing of all fac- tariff will not be enacted to cripplP. our industry bt>re, bnt I see It is 
tories now depending upon this industry, with consequent loss to the about to do worse; it wi11 close us all up and permit the foreign makers 
laborer as well as the manufacturer. of stained-glass windows to monopolize all of the busi-nPss in this coun-

To equalize the higher cost of manufacturing in this country there try. They pay their workin"'men about one-third in wages of what we 
should be at least an ad valorem duty of 25 per cent on the powdered do here, and they ha\"e longer hours. 
goods, if the crude goods are to pay an advalorem duty of 5 per cent. You ask me if you can ser>e us any further. Why, yes; vou can by 

The present tariff bill gives a protection of 25 cents per hundred, using all your power to wipl" out the iniquitous para.1ITaph (659) in the 
which is inadequate and has resulted for yea1·s past in t~e powdered new tariff bill, or substitute the word " except " in place of " including" 
toods being freely sold in this market. Bearing this fact in mind, in the sixth line of t h is pa ra~raph . If you do this. my denr Mr. CALDER, 
!low can the manufacturer here hope to compete with a protection of :.ou wilJ accomplish som<'thin l? that t he wage earne1·s of this country 
less than 3 cents per hundred pounds? will be grateful to you for. This is not a question of politics, so why 

As one of the largest .grinders of these goods in this country, we not see the President and put it up to him. It's n question of brt>ad 
trust that you may see the justice of altering the proposed bill to a for our workingmen, and you know what this means. as you employ 
ti per cent ad valorem duty on ocher and ochery eat·ths, sienna and I labor yourself, and I know you are happy when they are employed. 
sienna earths. and umber and umber earths when crude or not pow- If you have anything to suggest and help us, please let me know. 
-:Jered, washed, or pulverized, increasing the ad valorem duty to at I am, 
!east 25 per ce_nt when powdered, washed, or pulverized. Yours, sincerely, Lours TRUEO, Managet'. 
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rGL.EA.iSO'N-Tn.lROUT :GLAS~ Co., Llixr H. Jl:rnscH & rOo., 
MA UJi'AC!IIUl,PJ'RS ,OF .GLASS :li'(}R{iAS AND ELECTRie LIGHTING, 

'B-rooliJyn., N • .Y., 11.pri'l 14, 19.13. 
MKKElrS 'OF P.EA:RL Bml'TONS, 

New 'York, A.11rft 10, 'W18. The Hem. WIL.LlAl\1 M. c.~LDER, Hem. W:rr;vuu M. CALDER., 
House of Representatives, Washington,, D . D. Hause of <Represen'tatives.,, 'Washtngt().11,, D • . o. 

·DEAR Mn.. ·CALDER: Your attention is called to a provision of the pro- DEAR Sm: The tarifi' on pearl buttons 1n the .new hill .ha.s been 
~~ree~ tarifl in Schedule B, page 9, Teducing the rate of duty on glass- , ~~~e:a~O v~T~r~~ ad valorem illB'tead of 1~ cents p.er .Ilne and 15 per 

As a mein'.ber ot the Nfil:iona'l Association of ManufactUrers of Pressed 
1 

If the tariff bill ·as publis'h'etl goes lnto effect, miliion.s of d "Tiars 
an..11 ..Blown Glassware, W1> ask you to use your influence, in so far as lnvested in the J>elll'1-bu.ttun industry 1n the nited Sta.tQS ;wIU be 
you consistently can, to retain the present ra.tes. .One th'lng ls certain, w

0
forfw:Worek.sB -and thomm:nd.s .of peo.Ple engaged in this industry will be out 

that a great many articles of ..glass.ware iwhicb are now made in tbis 
.c.o.untry will either cease to .be -made. or .tbat the wages 'WiJl be reduced. . It is .absGlutely impossible to make pearJ buttons in tbis amntry 
'Of course, even wlth tile ~5 .per :eent auty .Proposed ,ceJ:ta1n expensive :.under a 40 per cent ad -valor.em duty.At least 1 per cent line and 
Jines ,of ware will l"Ontinue to 'be manufactured. 1 '15 ·per .rent .ad v:alorem shoulil lJe 'left .as the .minimum tarll'I'. 

~ours, respectfutly, 'Pearl buttons a:re to a very large extent .a lu:xru·y_, as dothes .can 
GLEASO'N-Tnmou.T GLAss Co.,, be 'buttoned Jus-t as wen wtth 'bone. metal, o:lass, .composition .or a~a.te 
.C.H. TIE:BO'UT.J .Jr., S.ecretary. :buttons. 'The lar~est Hem iD -cost of fr.esh-wa.ter pearl buttonS is labor. 

If this tartJf' bill goes into effect with the 40 per cent ad .vaJorem 

J'.os.EP.H HIXON CRUCIBLE Co., 
MzNJ!miS, i.MPuRTERS, AND 111.ANGFACTUllE'RS (]F 

'G.RAP.JllTE, PLIJ.MBA-GO, Bl.ACK .LEAD. 
.Buf'falo, N. Y"" . .April .18, 1JJ'18. 

'tU>n. "Wmm.A1U :M. tCA'.LDEll, . 

.duty, it wtll B.imp,l.y be banding .the industry over to Japa.n, and all 
:people .employed tn .the pearl-button trade in the United States will be 
out of -€mployment . 

.Trusting that you will give this matter your attention, we are, 
'Yours, very trlily, · 

- LEO H. HIRSCH & ·Co. 
House of Eepres.enta"tives, 'Washington, D. a. I 

· DEAR SIR: Wben Schedule N, pa:r.agrap.h Nn. 29&, tJ! the 'Underwood f . 
tariff bill receives your consideration, which J '.3.Ssume and :earnestly j ,Hon. WILLIAM 1\1' • .CALDER, M .. C. 

AI'.RIL 17., 191.3. 

ent~eat it m1cy. wJH . .you please .also consider the following conclusions . 1Vash11igton, D. 0. 
derived from tlll'Y pomt rof Lew: ! . .D~ :Sm: On .August it., 19.10, the pToperty of the 'Sarntoga Victory 

The alleged object of the revision of our present rates of Import I M:m?fa.cturing .Co., loeate.d at Victory M;ills, Sara.toga County, N. Y., 
duties is the relief in the .cost of nvtng of the whole people. This It ls · cons1stlng of a cotton bill of 47,000 spmdles and 1,160 lnoms, with 
sought to accomplish to so.me extent by the removal of a specific of 45 i water power and tenements, was bought by people repre ented by the 
cents per :g:ro.ss on ·1eal'I pencils, ln the manufactnre of which I am undersigned. 
personally 'interested; but as 45 cents ts not divisible by 144 .(1 gross) In tbe five months from August ii. to December 31, 1910, the mills 
no part of the redQction can ever .reach the genei:al consumer, wbo lost $21,014.4.7.. In tthe ·Calendar year 1911, $106,060.83; in the calen
buys a single pencil as needed and who must therefore continue to ,pay dar year 1912, '$21,338:50. Total losses in 29 mO'Ilths, $148,413.80. 
l., 2, ·oJ' .fi cents :far .his -;pencll, :Rs at present. During the ·same -period speculative profits on cotton ex~eeaed specu-

IDuring the p.erJoo of "the 'lead-l)encil ·industry ln ·this coun.tcy ced:ar . lative losses by $25,550, leavlnfi' net losses for mill opera.1:1ona and .eot
Jmnber, whieb ienters most 1:a1'-gely in-te the manufaetme ctf lead peneils, ~ ton trad.ing $122.863 • .8:0. Dul!llli:; the same period $137,!33.64 was 
;penholders, etc., has increased from 35 cents per cu.hie foot to 55 -cents spent . f?1 improveme~ts to f?.e rrulls, tenemt-nts, and wate1 pow:er. 
~r cubic fuut, nnd -despite ithe ·Iaet tblt1: Lt ·pr.opagates itself -eedar wood . 'Nothrng "'as char..,ed off meluded in :nbov;e losse for deprecrntion, 
suitable :fnr .leatl pencils 'is '.ILOW .very .scarce lumber. ·Competition, on . wlttcll shoulCI lhave. be.f!1 allowed 'for at the rate of about $3,000 per 
!the contrary, ·is ery keen among the American manufacturer-s .and 'tllonth, or $81,000 rn -9 _months. , 
·pr-ices are very l()W. 'The goods manuiactm ed .a-veraged 40 s yarns and were woven into 

. . . . . . sateens, twin cloths, and J>la.tn woven goods for converters. The 
. If .the tariff is reduced, ·we. are 1not fO?lY threatened by 'Competition 1 lab<tl' cost exceeded '1:0 cents per J>Ound, and the duties levied on 

'()f -the Germans. 'bu-t the. -entil'e ·pencil mdustry Df the :world ·is now similar ·goods if imported were fully protective so that the eompetition 
th~eatened 'by the fa-va:s1-0n. from .Japan, where pencil factories are · -ea using these ·losses eame on1y from manufactUrers ln this country. 
nh:ead! ln successftil orieration. . . . I es.timate the 12~ per cent duty on these eleths -provided by the 

We ha:ve a.bout ~0:0 emplosees 1n our .pencil !actor.ies, syllo :ru:e ;vitally Underwood bill at 2~ cents per pound, or 25 per cent of our labor cost. 
tnterested in the .out.come of ·the iprese.nt controv~sy, .an:d m ·t;beir b~lf1 We are paying about 300 per cent of European wages, with at least 
:as well as .my .own. J ~g ;you ·to glve this sul[.ject -the ... consideration lt ! ten times Elll'Opean tax.es. 
most certa1nly deserves. If the ;12i -per -cent ac:i valo.rem rate becomes ~:ft'-ec-tive, this mill and 

Anything ylm c:an de l.B. ·_our ~defense 'in :this unwarr:mte.d .attack 'Will all o.ther mills manufacturing similar goons must necessarily close as 
be very much a:wre:cta.ted. soon as a sufficient amount of machinery is provided in England. 

Very .truly, ;youn1, J'~ A. C.oNDm In vlew of the losses steadily incurred for three years ;past, there is 

liA.NLUN & GO'ODMAN co .. 

Hon. W. M. ~tiIJER, 
New Ymk, April J.2, :1.918.. 

Hottse uf .Riepr,m1enta.tb.m.s,, i'Wa:sliingt.an, .D. :fl. 
DEAR Srn: The brush Indus.try of our country ·is seriously 'threatened 

:J:Jy the ,Proposed reduc'tlon "°f the :t::u:lff ,on ihrushes :to .35 per cent ad 
valorem. · 

Since the euactment ·of ·the MeKlnley ta.riff bTI1 tbe impo-rtations of 
!brushes from Japan have !increased 3,8a6 per cent; the Englisb., !FrenCh, 
and German lmportatlons .have also increa..-.ed to A'Il alarming extent. 

:'These "facts are indisputable tmd -should -convinee you that our iparticular 
industry requires an increase and not a decrease of taTifl'. 

'The pr-0posed aucy ilB '.3.5 per aent ad valorem. .The present Cluty is 
40 per cent. 

We 11sk yctut' 'help '1n .m.aldng ·the ·new rat-e rate '50 per cent for the 
following reasons : . 

First. The tremendous Increase ln importations. 
Second. The United States imports· brushes to the value of $2,000,000 

in round figures. if'he :United Stn:tes manufactures of the same kinds of 
brushes that .are imported not -0-Yer $6.000.000. 

U"hird. Under ·the present ta.rift' tbe Goverµment received last year 
about $800,000 on the bru!'lhes imported, and ln addition about $250,000 
from the American brosb 'manufacturers as a -Outy ,o.n tne '.bristles they 
nsed. Sw-e.ly this is :too .m.nch re-venue f.i:om .:an industry .as sma:ll a.s 
ours. 

All iru!peetlon of w:our personal brushes and of brushes rlisplayed on 
the counters -0-f department 1lild drug store.s wil1 nonYince -yo.a nf the 
iarge quantities of for-elgn-ma.de cbrushes .offer.ea fo.r Bale. 

Your efforts 'in !behalf of 'the bru.fill mamr:factureita an.a :1fhelr '6lll
ployees rill be gr-eatly ·n,ppreola.ted. 

Res~etftdl:v.. . . . 

no encouragement to sink .aaditional money while waiting for a change 
in the .political situation. 

Yours, very truly, J. B. UPR'.IOHT. 

Ho.n. WILLIAM M . CALDEn, 
BnoGKLYN, N. Y., Apr·z ·f4, -1913. 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 
DEA.R Sm : As one emproyed ln the ptlnting and b1nd.lng of Bibles, 

I respectfully a k you ·to c0me to our assistance at this critical period. 
-w'.hen ·our livelihood 'ls -seriousty threatened ny the proposed pladng o:t 
B.ibles .on the free 1i:st in t-.be new tarl.11' schedule. The removal -0f the 
'25 pe:r cent duty -can not be met except 'by a heavy cut Jn wages or 
the ·dosing of our plant. :m'.ld -suCh a ·contingency meanR dlsa.ster to most 
of 1us, as our 'Work consists of the printing and b-lnding o.1' Bibles 
exclusively. 

We have no other publication. 
We IOfrt '75 per cent of our foreign work by the action of Congress 

placing Bibles in foreign languages on the free list and caused a reduc· 
tion of 10 per cent tn wages un-der the present tariff. 

You wm see that as we are moRtly union people we can not work on 
a free-Ii-st sca.Je when all other books nave a duty of 15 per cent. 

The length of service of a majority of our male and femllle workers 
varies from 20 to 50 years .in one place, performing with little varia
tion the same thi:ng, a condition you will 3<Pprecia.te which practically 
unfits them f-0r wor'k in other pJaces. We, therefore, ask you to ~ive 
this matter _your earn:est consideration, feeling sure yon will be guJdf>d 
by a seIIBe pf justice. Il 'Some cone sion must be made, the '.Placing 
df the .Bible cm the list -of prtnted books 'bearing a. '15 per cent duty 
will, in a la-i:ge measure, av t the distress which would follow the 
placing of the Bible un the -tree list, 

Very respecttully., MILTON L. ME.IUULL. 

_John L. 'Wbltlllg;J, J. adams Co., 'Boston, 111Iass..; J. C.. 
· Pushee & tfons. 'Boston, Mass. ; A. & 'El. 'Burton Co.~ Bo.s- -..r .n. M c 

ton. Mass. ; Gerts Lumbard Co., Chicago, Ill. ; Hanlon & .Hnn. WIItLIAM .w.. -~LDE.11,, • · 

P.E.RICTNS, VAN B-mtG.mN & Co., 
New York, April 24_, 1918. 

-GoodmllD . New York. N. if'., United lkwfu Mana· W:as1iington,, D. Q. 
(n.eturer , New 'York. N. 'Y.; J'as. iLo:we \Erskine Co., New .:&R: 'W-e deSi~e -to energetically protest gafn'ITT: por.tlone of the ad-
-York, N. -Y. ~ ¥. W. DeVoe & 'C. 'T. Ra-v.nolds ·Co., New m1Distratlv-e .clause of the propo ed. new t:arifl' law known as the 
-Yock, N. "Y. ; Miles Bros. & .Co., New York, N. Y.:; Ktp Underwood bill. 
'Brush -Co., 'New ·York. N. Y.; Ox 'Fiber Brush Co., New We hav-e 'been importing dres goods for the last 40 -yean; under high 
York. N. Y.; Renni()US, Kleinle -Co'.~ 'Baltimore., 'Md . . ; .an() !I.ow taci!Ts, but the prei:ient ' propos'l'd methods of collecting the 
Wm. :A. Tottle & ·co., Baltimore, Ma . . ; .Bigelow BTDsh re.Yenue will so -anm1y ranCI hara s us, together ·wHb other importers 
Co .. iBsJtlmo:re, Md.; Owen Dennin .Sons, rr'roy, .N. 'Y .. ; generany, that the bus.iness w1.IJ .sufl'er more than from the old btgh 
A. L. Sonn Brush Co., T.roy, N. ·y.; Fneder1ck M. Hoyt mtes -of .tluty. We pTotest .:Particularly again.Rt paragraph J, page 173, 
& Bro., !llroy

6 
N. Y.; The Bromw~Il 'Bru.sh & Wtre Co_, copy -0f aprtl 7, 1913; paragraph 'L, page 175, copy -0f April ·7, 1'9t8; 

C1nclnnat1. ' bio; T:be Wooster ·Brush Co.., W.oostet. paragra.plls U, V, anl'I W, ;pages 185-187, copy of April 7, 191'3. 
Ohlo ~ Rubberset ·co .. Newai:k, N . . J .• D1xa.n .& Rlpple, . We maintain that duty should be assessed on th~ .actual net ·cost of 
.Newark, N. J~; A.. G. Jacobus ..Sons, 'Verona, N_ J.~ New goods without x.ega.rd 1:0 m.arkd value ut time .of exportation. All 
Jersey :Brnsh ::Co., Bloomtl.eld. N . .• 'L - .Elder & .Jenks~ me:rehn:Dts of -e:x:p:erlence buy months a.head for later delivery, and value 
Philadelphia, Pa. ·; Earle Brnsb. Co.., Columbia., .iPa.; a;t .exportation is · eldom 1dentiea:l with conn·act pr1ce. 
Ames Bonner Cg_, Toledo, Ohio~ &anilard ..Brush Co.~ 'We -maintain tb:at neither · the .S cretary of the Treasury nor any 
New Hu.rtford, Conn.; Florence Manufacturin,g •CD., ·other man , sbonld be l5ven the power of ·keeping goods ou.t of this 
;Florence. :Mass. · country " in his 'di'Scretion" .as a :penalty for refusal of the tmpor.ter 
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or the foreign manufacture'r to submit " any or all of his books, records, 
or nccounts " to the inspection of an agent of the Government. 

The whole administrative clause seems to us to have been drawn 
with the idea of restrictin~ importations, and we respectfully request 
you to use your utmost influence to have it corrected. 

Thanking you in advance, we are, 
Yours, respectfully, 

PERKINS, VAN BERGE)< & CO., 
JNO. W. McGUIRE, Attorney. 

BROOKLYN, N. Y., April 24, 1913. 
llon. WILLIAM M. CALDER 

Congress, Washington. 
Sm : I inclose copy of circular just issued by the New York Produce 

Exchange, of which I am a member. 
Kindly use your full influence against the enactment of the proposed 

wheat and flour schedule. 
Yours, very respectfully, and your neighbor, 

RAMO G. CADIZ. 

NEW YORK PRODUCE ExCHANGE, 
New York, April 1?2, 1913. 

To the Members of the New York Prodtice Exchange: 
The proposed wheat and flour schedule in the Underwood tariff bill, lf 

enacted into a law of the land, will result In the extinction of the flour
milling industry of the United States, and will transfer that industry 
to the mills of Canada and England. 

There are 5,600 flour mills in the United States and as many more 
gristmills. The Northwestern M1ller states that these 12,000 mills 
employ 66.000 persons and have a capital of $350.r..000,000, an expendi
ture of $827,000,000, and products valued at $8i:s3,000,000-the fifth 
great industry of our country. 

And yet it is pl"Oposed to enact a law which will ultimately entirely 
destroy this great nation-wide enterprise. 

l:'resident Aspegren sent to Senator LA FOLLETTE, of the Senate 
Finance Committee, the following telegram on the subject : 

"NEW YORK, April 1..i, 1913. 
"The millers, representatives of mills, and · flour merchants, members 

of the New York Produce Exchange, deeply appreciate your opposition 
to the discrimination in the proposed tariff bill against American fiour 
millers. Under the operation of this schedule Canada will, of course, 
promptly remove the present tax on flour. It ls unfair and unscien
tific to tax Canadian wheat grain 10 cents per bushel and admit Cana
dian wheat flour free. It will encourage the Immediate expansion of 
Canadian mills, which already are driving Americans out of the West 
Indian and other markets, and will discourage and destroy the immense 
milling business of this country. It will injure, also, the American 
fa rmer by restricting his l:narket and reducing bis price, while Canadian 
wheat growers are protected by our tariff. We believe the committee 
was not correctly informed on the subject or it would not have given 
its approval to the schedule, which will practically destroy the flour 
ente1·prise ot. this country while it builds up that of Canada and other 
nations. We count confidently on the success of your effectual influence 
and arguments agalnst this result." 

This telegram accurately states the matter at issue. 
The flour business is in jeopardy. 
It behooves every member of the exchange to exert now, without a 

day's delay, bis influence to induce the Senate Finance Committee to 
change the proposed schedule by removing the duty on wheat entirely, 
or, !aiUng that, to place an equal duty on flour of, say, 50 cents per 
barrel. 

Write urgently your Congressmen and Senators on the subject. 
Ask also your clients, customers, and correspondents to do the same. 
It is a matter of life or death for this great historic American 

industry. 

I think, be reduced by the pending tariff bill. Thus the fact remains 
that the present intention to place the article on the free list will 
affect only the labor cost of the article, and I do not believe that this 
is an item .that should be made a subject of such action. 

May I not under these circumstances ask for your mature considera
tion of the matter? 

I remain, faithfully yours, WILLIAM B. ELLISON. 

ELLISON & ELLISON, 

Hon. WILLLAM M. CALDER, 
. New York, ApriZ 17, 1913. 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR CONGRESS·~1AN : Supplementing my former letter to you 

relative to placing typewriters on the free list, I beg leave to say that 
the Remington Typewriter Co., for which I am counsel, bas been in
vited by the German Government to manufacture its product in Ger· 
many, where it can make a saving on the item of labor of approxi
mately 40 per cent. As I before stated, the labor cost in the type
writer is about 75 per cent of the cost of the machine. 

The Remington Co. employs about 5,000 people, and you can readily 
see what a very substantial reduction there would be in the cost of the 
production were we to accept the lnvitation referred to, and the loss 
that would be thereby occasioned to our American employees. 

Under these circumstances are we not entitled to some considera
tion? And is not the placing of our product on the free list not only 
unwise but unfalr? 

I remain, faithfully yours, WILLIAM B. ELLISON. 
Mr. G.ARD:NER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 

Louisiana [Mr. DUPRE]. 
Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Chairman, I am unalterably opposed to one 

of the schedules of the pending bill, and under the existing 
parliamentary status shall have no option but to vote against 
the bill in its entirety. I shall do so, however. without hesita
tion or compunction, even though the bill and its-to me--ob
jectionable features have the sanction of the caucus of the 
party to which I belong and are reputed to have the ap
proval of the President whose nomination I welcomed., in whose 
election I rejoiced., and for whose successful administration I 
earnestly pray. Neither the seal of my party's caucus nor the . 
imprimatur of my party's President can make for me politically 
sacrosanct that which violates my preelection pledges to my 
constituency and destroys the main industry of my State. 

The Underwood free-sugar bill, against which I voted along 
with six of the seven Re{>resentatives from my State, passed 
the House March 15, 1912. In the ensuing June the democracy 
of Louisiana assembled. at Baton Rouge to select delegates to 
the Baltimore convention. With the House action in favor of 
free sugar fresh in mind, that convention announced a plat
form, from which I quote: 

We are in favor of a revisfon of the tarlff which will meet the re
quirements of the National Treasury and will abate the protective 
system with the least possible unsettlement of our business fabric. 

Very respectfully, 

We hold that the tariff is a tax paid by the consumer, but in re
ducing it to a purely revenue basis we would not sanction the injustice 
of crudely remodeling the tariff schedules In such a way as to force 
any one Industry previously dependent upon the tariff to sell in a free 
market and buy in a protected one; nor would we contemplate the turn
ing of the American market over to manipulation by foreign tari1fs 
and export bounties where the results would be the wiplng out of an 

GEO. A. ZABRISKIE. American industry by a temporary lowering of prices and a subsequent 
H. MYERS BOGERT. raising of prices under foreign control and foreign enrichment. 
R. A. CLAYBROOK. We espouse these principles, not solely because they would forb id the 
EDWARD F. SI)l'EY. heavy and cruel blow proposed against Louisiana but because they are 
F. H. PRICE. applicable to any industry lo any State. because they are the necessary 
C. W. MCCUTCHEN, guides to all just men striving for a tariff reform which will destroy 

Chairman. evils for the consumer without creating them for the producer. 

NEw YoRK SULPHUR REFINERY, Subsequently the Democracy of the Nation assembled. at Balti-
Brooklyn, N. Y., April rs, 1913. more and enunciated its program of beliefs and demands. Its 

Iron. WILLIAM 'M. CALDER, declaration for a tariff for revenue oiily, with pledges against 
1648 Eleventh Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y. "any legislation that would injure or destroy legitimate in-

DEAR CONGRESS~IAN: The writer has been engaged In the manufac- dustrv," and its recognition of the fact that our system of tariff 
turing of brimstone and sulphur at the above address for the past 20 ., 
years, and to be brief in my statements to you will say that I will be taxation is so intimately connected with the business of the· 
obliged to abandon the business entirely if refined sulphur, as proposed country as to prevent radical attempts to remove its inequalities 
by the Ways and Means Committee, is to be admitted to this country is too familiar to dwell upon. Its declaration along these lines 
free of duty. 

Tl:!e present tariff ls $4 per ton, and even with this duty on it is met with my entire approval. 
imported into this country to quite a large extent. Last year the In announcing last August my candidacy for renomination in 
Government collected duties amounting to about $22,000 on the refined a Democratic primary, in which I had opposition, I used. the fol
sulphur imported into this country, all of which will be lost to our 
Government if it is admitted free, and the only ones who will benefit lowing language: 
from it will be the foreign manufacturers. I am in thorough accord with its-the Democratic platform-tartil 

The foregoing are the principal reasons for gettinf refined sulphur plank, which demands a tariff for revenue only, with immediate reduc
on the dutiable list at $4 per ton, as at present, and respectfully ask tion of existing high rates. I interpret the paragraph as a whole as 
you to oppose the bill placing refined sulphur on the free list to the meaning that in this downward revision the interests of the State of 
fullest extent. Louisiana will receive fa.fr and just treatment, and that no discrimina-

Assuring you that I join with all your supporters in giving thanks tion or destruction thereof will be attempted. Reading it in that 
to you for the many benefits the people of your district, as well as llght, and in connection with the pronouncement of the recent conven-
many othe1·s, have enjoyed by your efforts, I am, tion of the Louisiana Democracy at Baton Rouge, I stand on and for 

Respectfully, yours, the tariff plank of the Baltimore platform. If an attempt should be 
· JOHN A. STILL. made in the future to depart from the course indicated above I shall, 

ELLISON & ELLIS0"8, as in the past, resist same ·by vote and voice. 
New York, April 11, 1913. I reiterated these views throughout the campaign. Along 

Hon. 'i:~~;!;\~/'~e~t.e~~~~atives, Washington, n. a~ with thousands of other Louisianians I accepted. the Baltimore 
MY DEAR CONGRESS MAX: I am counsel for the Remington Typewriter platform and the nominee's speech of acceptance at their face 

Co., and I a.m just informed that it is the intention of the Government value. While I knew that the House had enacted a free-sugar 
to 'l~~~ceco?r6'fri~i·~~~c~i~~e ~ie~ li:ii>ewriter ln this country involves bill, I also knew that ~e bi~l h,i;td never passed. the Senate,. and 
approximately 75 per cent for labor, if not more. The material ls al- tha~ the then J?e1?0.crat1c mmonty was on _reco.rd, b comm1tt~ 
most entirely of domestic manufacture, and the cost of which will not. I action and by individual utterances of distmgmshed Democratic -
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enators-. as difl'erjng widely from the Bouse on, the question Why, again I ask, is sucb: economic folly about to be at-
of free- scgi;u·. I expected, of course, that when oar party came tempted; why, to change the metaphor, is such an economic 
into power ffilO'tlr, along with other schedule in a tariff bill, tragedy to be perpetrated? Again, the answer comes from our 
would' undergo revislon downwa.L"d, but I had no· reason to old familiar friend, the ultimate consumer-that elusiYe if not 
believe that.it would be put on the free list. mythical entity. But the real answer eomes from one· not so 

r was not prepared to be told that it is not a legitimate in- difficult to locat comes from Mr. Jj~rank C. Lowry, self-styled 
dustry, but th3t as a "hothouse plant," an exotic in Louisiana, secretary of the Whole~:.rle Grocers' Association, who has been the 
it wa not covered by the platform promise against destruction. leading propagandist of this free-sugar agitation. He is the 

Destruction, bowe,·er, quick and-' cruel, is to be its fate', it man in front of the guns, the guns behind being the su~ar
my Democratic. brethren can. encompass it. The ehairman of refining interests of this country-the Spreckels and Arbuckles 
fue Wt}y a:nd Mea.ns Committee,. with characteristic:- candor.- and their osten ible ri'vaJ. the American Sugar Refining Co. 
brandTy informs us that he realizes that the bill which bears: It is he and they who are laughing in their sleeve§ when they 
lit name ounds- sugnr'S' doom. We in Louisiana know that hear- ot the great boons portrayed to follow the :free listing o:f 
this is ill tot>· true The Louisiana ugar crop of 1915, i:f sugar sugar. It is he and they who are· smiling out of the corners of 
remains on the free fist, will be tlle last in: history. Were: I their- mouths when they contemplate the pleasant days that will 
by my silerree to n:c.quiesee in so. brutal and unjustified a Olow~ follow the one or two or three years of reduced sugar which 

r by my vote ta assist in striltin.g- it, I would b-e fatthle to they will pennit as a preliminary to the time when, having 
my promi s and untrue- to- my convictions of justice and fair . stifled all locaf competition. they wiJJ be able to fix. the price 
deali:u.g:~ y course is clear; I .repeat, I shall vote against the of sugar at their own sweet, untramm.eled. will and snap their 
bill. fingers at Mr. Ultimate Consumer. As sure as I stand. here,, 

I have :no intentioo to discuss thi men.sure-in its general out- Mr: Chairman, and to predict it requires no gift of prophecy, 
line: Ev:en thuugb time permitted, i'ncliaation wauld be Tae-king these conditions will come to pass. The only protection. the 
on my part to e:x:1)ose such shortcomings as it may possess. American peepie- have in the past had against the extortion of 
'i"he , if they exi t, will soon eome to light, and the party the refiners has been in the fact that the cn:ne and beet sugar 
r sponsible for- them will meet the> fate which it deserves.. As: crops grown in this country ha:'t"e come upon om· markets at 
a. hlem cra:t, I do notr care to pue weapons in the bands. of the stated season and sen·ed: to check the rapacity of the reiiners. 
enemies of that party,. for future> attn.ck. As its. free-suga;r· pro.- Can we learn nothing from our experience with other articles
n ioUJ ause me· to vote ng, inst the bill, I shall~ therefore, from the Coffee Trust, which, with free coffee, serves it to us on 
limit my elf to llint schedule. our breakfast ta:l>le at whaternl" cost it pleases; from the 

ugur h from the begim:iing- of our Go>:ernment been re- Tobacco Trust, which up to this good time charges the consumer 
"Urded the: ideal revenue producer, and nnb.1. the day:s of the with. the cost Qf the increased duties Ievied on that article at 
n.ew dispen...c:::a.tion under which we are living, has. been. eon- the time o:f the Spanish-American War, tllough these wnr duties 
si. tently utilized ro raise 01 heavy p~rcentage of the revenue have' tong since: been. remitted'. But gentlemen tell us that Cuba 
He illry ta defray gmernmentaJ expenses. The large amount will grew enough. cane and produ~e enough sugar to supply us,. 
:i;i li2ed from its importation.,. th.e sliuht cost ot custom col- and that w.e need look no farther f01r the requirements of the 
lccti on, and! the general ditrusian among a:Il tlie people o:f the' United: States. Do not gentlemen know that in anticipation ot 
resultant: br:m1en, have caused Um tax on it to he' regarded as this gtud da-y rue Sug:ir Trust has fastened i.ts grip on Cuba 
on of tile most eqrritable and least obnvx.ious that can I.Je all.d: will be in a ptilsition to juggle- its. output at pleasure i [Ap· 
enacted by the sm:ereign. Small wander is it, then, that so pfa.use- on. the· Republican side. l 
ea oned a. stateimrn:n as the senior Senator from Mississippi In what wa-y, after all, has the ultimate consumer so severely-
a ~ing. 1 f Jnly~aia.s. for human. prophecies-that- suffered at the hands. of sugar? I heard on Wednesday last, in 

even tlforrgb: a Democratic President an<l a Democra:tic· Senateo and a: 
Democratic Bouse should come into power', tfulre.. is. n-0t the slightest 
an.ti.cipati.on: in the. miJJ.d of any intelligent man. that sugn,r would be 
plaeed on tli.e free list. 

En y is rt ta understand: iww- Ieading Democratic. newspaperB" 
iu all .v::u-ts of the comLtry and notably in those- parts <>f the 
oantry where rra loea:l intere ts- enn c.o:lgr or prejudice their 

jud;rment or views, have. been u:rgfng the Ways and Means 
ornmittee to ••go sfow ... with the sugar schedule .. suggesting 

that except in so far- n the u-rotecti·on accord·ed to the refiners 
through the Dutch· tanda.rd and the differential is concerned, 
:i;t required but littl reduction. No- surprise is it that that 
,Pion er of cu toms revision, "Mu:rse Henry,"· o-f the Louisvi1.Je 
C urier-JE>urn.1 1~ whose devotfon to th~ .. star-eyed goddess,_, of 
tariff reform dates· back: to a time- whe11! pre ent-day t:trift tink
er r. were; in theil' swaddling clothes, who, frem Tilden to 
Cle,·eilllllL and from Cleveland to Wilson has neYer wavered~ 
has recently denounced the ftee listing of sugar. 

nut it seem& that the old order chungeth; that such D.Il

iliqu:ited notioos do not ~ompm:t with Qresent-day conditions, 
and that the experience of a century in o-ur own country and 
tile experience 0f all the other civilized ~eun.tries are to be 
di r:ded in tbe interests ef the unknown god wh-om we are 
wor hiping to-day, the ultimate consumer. 

One might be inctinoo t& think that the Governments of Great 
Britain, Gerrnan:y, Russia, Franee, and the other p<>we1-s, small 
and great, would eYince some interest in this ultimate con
sumer~ ruid yet we find all of them,. whetheJ' they are sugar
producirrg countries or not, levying a: duty on sugar and rais
ing largefy .from that source the money necessary to maintain 
tbeit' Go>ernment.B. Furtllermore, these countries, :far from 
seeking to destroy their internal productfon of sugar, as this 
biil unquestfom1 Wy will d<> in Louisiana, and as the beet-sugar 
producers declare it wm do in their section,. are bending every 
effort,. where it is pnssi&le to produce sugar,. tO' foster in every 
way the home productien, thereby rend&ing them and their 
p~ople ind~pendent (}f outside· supply. Yet, here we ar-e in the 
t!uited States. where-, if not in cane sngar. unquestionably in 
be t-sug~r produeti-On. bas been witnessed in little more than a 
dec:HlC' one of the most remarlrnbie developments- that the stady 
of statistics. discloses. anywhe1·e--here· we are about to an
nihlh te fhE' indnstuy in Loui-siana. andi beyond all question t-0 
restrict us•present output and paralyze its extension. in the 
beet-sugar States for another 10 or 20 years. 

his keynote speech of this debate the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Ueans quote certain figures. llowing the startling 
increase in the cost of American products that has largely 
b-re-rrgbt about the- added cost of living. These figures ara all too 
true, unfortunately, and the l:lst might be amplified. 

Considel".· this statistical tab--Ie of. the relative 12ercentnges of 
increases in the co!t of products used every day: 
Potatoes ------------------"------------------------ 14. 4 
Beans_-------------------------------------- 14. 4 
Prnnes-------------------------------------------------- 19.7 
Codfish---------------------------------------- 21. 4 
OnionS'----------------~---------------------------- 22. 1 
Bread----------------------------------------------- 25.0 
Sugar beets---------------------------------------------- 26.8 
Fresh l'leets-------------------------------------------- 27. 7 
Rye fi.oui·------------------------------------------------ 29.1 

I bfilk---------------------------------------------------- 34.3 
Cattle and sheeP------------------------------------------ 34.4 
Evaporated apples--------------------------------------- 35.9 
Butter-------------------------------------------------- 36.7 
Average of alL-------------------------------------------- 37. 7 
Cheese -------------------------------------------------- 3~. 4' 
Wheat flour----------------------------------------------- 43. 0 
H rrin., ------------------------------- 43. 9 
Timothy bay ------------------ 49. 3 
B:u-ley ------------------------------------ 49. 5' 
S:Ut beeL----------------"---------------------- 49. T 

fliitton -==-==================-·-----=====: g~: ~ 
Corn meal---.--------------------------------- 52. 4 Corn _______________________________ ..;. _________ 52. r. 

Whea.t ---------------- -------------- 55. 9> 
Cotton----------------------------------------------- 57. 3 
Hams------------------------------------ 60. 4 

g~=======================--========================= g~:~ 
t.~~=-====:==--=--====--==================== ~~: ~ Lard----------------------------------:_------------------- SL G 
Salt p.ork_____ ----------------- 9. 8 

And yet, how has the cost of sugar to the ultimate consumer 
varied in the last l 2 years, sfuce 1900, when every other ar~icle 
and e"Very 0th.er necessity of life has been soaring skyward? 

In 1900 the price of refined sugar was 5.32 cents per pound; 
last year it was 5.04 cents per pound, and in most of the 
inter>ening years it has been below 5 cents pe1· potmd. Wba.t 
does this show? • Barring only one year; when there was a 
comparatively negligible shortage in the world's sup-ply, a 
shortage which the refiners used to u boost·~ unjastifinbly the 
price' o-f s~onir, and which "boost," b-y the way, suddenly gave 
way to a " stump ,. when the cane and beet sugar of the United 
States was put on the market, there has been only a fractional 
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va rin ti on in the- price of sugar m fue: (!()Unbry. Sugar alone ' Lo-uisfa.na will vote the Democratic- tlcke.t, . amiywey·. as. lwg 
has preserved a stable barometer. , as the race- issue exists and so her p-ropI mu t sa.crifice· theil· 

What is p-r<;>.p.osed to be saved the ultimate consum.€:I' by put- one: hundred: mi11iiens. invested' in. tfre vroduction cf irogal:' to 
ting suga.J' on the- free Ilst?· Cop.ceding that he i:s to- receive the carry out the idoeas- oi theorists. and d'octrinat-res. 
full benefit-of the removal of the existing duty. conc.eding that . The- Democraitie P.arty ha-s mi sed !i_ g:reat oppo11tmrity. Re:
the benevolent refiner, wh-en he gets the situation in hand, is ' ducti-0ns i11 the trurifE schedule eoul~ ha-v~ t)een made and 
to s-ell us. sugar at tfie same price that he now dole& it out, .should\ havei been made wh:ich wgul'fl: not have destt-oyed our 
whici'l I deny, then the1·e will be- a saving in the ease of eac:h indnstries andi brought dis· ter: Too party.- ooui:d have M
mun, woman, and child in the coURtry assmning. that the filled eYery pledge made by reasonable reductions· that would 
consumption pe:r capita ls absolutely equal. which is,_ of course-, not ha"e- ruin.re our industries and thrown onr workmen out. of 
an u.bstlrdity-there wiU be a saving to eaeh man,, weman, and employment.. m fact,. a reaso.na:ble. a mo<mrate poliey was- jmt 
child of one-eighth of a cent a day. Listen: what was promised. In: their cam.paign; speee:hes. the De.rrro-

Snppose that the entire $11.5.000,000, no.w referred to, as the · crats said ta the cou:ntry.r "We- expect t(j)- gi e you a tariff far 
n tax on the bellies of the Ameri-can people," divided $50,QOO,OOO re•enue only· l'.m.t the· reduetions will: b"e mederat~' Tu. their 
to the Go-verrunent and $65.,.000,000 alleged gross p:rofit to· the · nlatform they said. " What we- propose t()l d6' t-s: to reduce the 
refiners and producers, went t<> th~ re:flne£s a.ndi producas wniv- tariff.. b.ut not t<!> destroy an:y legitimate: industry. .. " Are the 
ing for the moment the Government's fifty millions~. then,., as fairmel"s of Lo-uisiana wh.o are raising eane· for sugar,. and the 
among 95.000,000 people in the United States, the daily per farmers ef" Micl:Iigrui, Colorado, andl Californm,. woo are r::tifiln:g 
capita burden would be only one-third of a cent,. or an annual beets :lior- sugar,, engaged. in a: ousm~s: wbicil. Is not legitimatef. 
per capita burden of $1.30. · A.re the millers of the country engaged! in a. legitimate- i.ndustry~ 

Suppose again that the entire $115.000,000 went to the. re- Are the I:mndreds; crf small imlustri'es which can. not opern:te 
finers and producers, but take into considell'ation that only tw€l~ nnd.ei; the piresent bill legftimate- ind:ll..~ries 'l 
thirds of the sugar annually consumed in this. country is used The leader of the majority, Mr. UNDERWOOD, says. that this 
for household purposes. and on the table, the other one-thiro bill is. a change in the- fiscal poliey of Ure Ge-veirnment, and so 
being used for manufacturing purposes, then two-thirds o:f the it is. It is a cll:ll:lge which the- count.ey, has eeeni sfow to un.de.r· 
burden--$77,000,000'-a.s among 95,000.000 people. would b.e stand,, a. e.ha.ng,e wbi:ch was noti ruvo-wed hy: itls present. advo-eates 
one-fifth of a cent per capita. per day,, or 80 cents per capita during the- C3:lllpaign whic.h placed them in. power. Wh~-ver a 
per annum. decl:aratiea was ma.a.e for a ta riff. for re-venue- o-nly it wa:s 

But the- actual burden on housewives is only tworthi.Fds the accompanied. by el berate- qpalifica-ti:ens to the- effeQ1l that as- no 
amount that goes to refiners and prt>ducers .. or $44.000,000'~ inas- dimimrtio.n o.f tariff revenue: WRS possible, sllig;bt chang~s o.niiy 
mucfi as only two-thirds the sugar used in the United States were contemplated~ Inequalities wae to- bei e ·.rreet!e r '* i-ok.ers" 
ls consn.med on the table; and as among 95.,.000:,.000 peo_ple the were to be eliminated, extortion was to be prevented, and that 
actual burden is. one-eighth of a cent per capita per dayr o-r 45 was to be the fimit of change. Nothing was· said' about a revo
c.ents per capita per annum. · luti.on 0f the- fise.a~ poliey, o.f tire Go.vern.a:Hmt. But n<'.lW we have 

To. sase- this pittance the Louisiana sugar grower is to be de- the open d-ecl.aration ot a. complete; a revohttitlnaey, c.li.ange in 
ca:pitated, the beet-sugar pr0ducer. is. to. be serie·usly i1 not mo.r- <HIT fiscal policy, acrom-panied by its CCJnc:rete e:spi'.ession in this 
tally wound-ed, and the people as a whole are to be put at th~ bill. Accordingly, we are to- ab-amhm th-e Am.eric:till protect:ilve 
mercy of the sugar refiners. c;>f the country~ po:tiey which has been distinethrely o:.mrs.. through most! of the 

The chail·m3!.Il of' the- Committee o-n Ways: and Means has iten- 1 Ye.tJ.ES: of amr. history~ and to- ad-0p.t the English! ftee-trade- SY'SJ
ated and reiterated. that this bill has been drawn with the i&a tem,. which., if it does not renlize th-e- ideall. of' absnlute: fwe tnid~. 
of" raising the necessary revenue of the Governmen.f with a . always endeavors. to- appL"oximuta it as n~ttll'ly as· a:.istf:ng \!Oil-

minimum of burden on th.ose who can least affoL"d to beu it. . dmons will permit. 
Ile explains that as the present income.tax provision is. n-Ot sut- As thei;e is ·but one great: ruih~n where- tlrts: syst.e-m n-ow exists; 
fictent to produce all o:f the revenue which such a bill must pro- it may be worth while t()J give at 1-ertst b.rief" considemEtfou to 
duce it is,. of c.om;se, necessary to-raise a. certain amount oi reve- that instarK!e-~ Espe.eial1y interesting- toi ns sb(])Uld tre too· condi
nu:e at the eustomhou:ses. And that is. his· answer to· all q1ies-tlons tfons existing in England when the- dun:rge was ma.ode,. t:he- rea
thut are asked as to why cei:tain a1l'ticles aJl'e placed on the , sons which brought! itl. n.boet, and "its. effect on the eolllltry.-. 
dutiable list. Ile nonchalantly casts aside the. fifty to fifty-ftve . BeexnsB' of' Its linr:iortance I shall c:Mll espeeiali a:tltention: 1ro too 
miDio.ns that the sugar duty produces be€ause. sugar is a neces- efl'.ec.t of· the adoption and coutimaance of' w free4:rade polie-y in 
sity of life, and then co-.nsfstently proceeds to place: ai duty o-R Great Britam on her agricultural interests. 
cattle and sheep and on vegetables, beans,. pea~ cheese, eg~ '"THE w~A:bTHI el!' NA'Il[QNS"-"' 

citroliS fruits, on woolen go~ on rllbber goo~ and on many When Adam Smith published his• great work, 'l!'be· Wealth o! 
other items that are as essential in the. daily life of an ordinar-~ Nations· a rea1 conrnbo:tio.n: was mad.e to- the- wolild's kn-OJWl-
man as sugar. . 

The CHAIRMAN (:Mr. lIELV.EB.ING) • . '1'he time o.f the: gentle- edg.e-.; 'Ebe theo.ry nt thait timei genera.Ry accepted, that wealth 
ma.Ill has expired. i m.i:'.lney. was completely o¥el"thrg.wn nnd! in its. p•ae: ~~ prin---

Mr c DUP.B:Ii. :May r lutve a minute more-? . cip.le wa:s established that Jabor is the- ttue, ba-si ::md ~a.sm:e-
1\1.r. GARDNER. I yield one· minute mwe to the gen.tlema:n. · of value. As. a co-.i:o.lla.Elf o.f that principle Lt waSJ atteml'Jted: to 
l\11r.: DUPRE~ But a. hue- :ind e:ry has· been raised for- free pro.ve that when a nation. exchanged its goid fol\'" [HiOOil.cts- e:1: 

sugar a.nd m.en whose- familial"ity with economic J!i'Oblems. should eq;u.aJ. value it l-0st nething,. tllat I.a faet. it prefitedl b..y the trnns-
t action it it needed the prodacts mo-re tlhan. the- g_o:ld. It w.:a-s 

muke hem strong en<:mgh to- resist th~ eo-mb-ination of the self- . them argued fuat it logically foll-0wed that a,]J, i:estlrai.ntsy sue:h 
seeker aml the- demagegue and the ignouant are yielding to it. as tariffs, upon the free interchange of products between. nations 
Th.e- sugar industry must gp. AccoFding to some· it needs no we.re wrongful and inj,uriou.s. It might be pJresum~ it ~a.s 
duty to fl©.u.rislil; a>Cco;rdi.ng to others it is a "h<Jthouse: plant;'" claimed, that. each nation c<:mld preduce some. partfcu.Iar tbililg 
an exotic. We in Louisiana a.re told that in so. far as its pro· more cheaply.- than othe1: nations. A. wise economic. policy, then 
duction there is concerned one. might. as. well attempt to grow wofild demand the aband-onment by any, natfon of the. effort 
orn?-ges in 1\Ia~e. r One may not be· ~le to grow oranges lo. to produc.e, that. whi-ch another nation acmid p-roduce-· meue. 
Mame or c~ffee HJ: New .Jersey or trufl:les: m Alabama,, but I kn.ow , cheapl:y. A nation. it was said, shtHJ.ld encoura~· tho.se i.ndu.sr 
ot on~ agric.ultural feat. ~t has passed beyond the stage, of , tries only in which ft excelled~ and tllim, by free: mt:erchange,. 
experiment. . Its possib1l1tie_s are nut pro.blematl~al and its. sell thnse products tn the- world's deur:est market. and buy what 
dev~lopment is not sp~culat1ve. It. has !11-e sane.ti.on. of Ho~y , else it: needed rn. the: wo:rld's dea~t market In tb.i£, a.s. in 
Writ, and .r co-mm.end 1t to, the conSI.d .. eration of my Democrat1e many othe£ cases, a. true: fundamenta-1 :i:_n:inci~ was· made: ta 
colleagues· give credit to tileories that are unsound and sustain policies. ,,,. 

For they have sown. the wind~ a:nd t}Jey shall reap the whitlwind.. that ar.e unwise-~ 
rt bath n<> stalk: the bud shall yiefd no: meal: if so be tt yield, 

s.trangers aliall swallow it up. 

[Loud applause.} 
~Ir. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, l yield to th~ gentleman 

from fowa [Mr. Tow1\"TERJ. 
l\Ir. TOWNER. Mr. Chairman,, we have jyst listened to a. 

protest that ought to have been heard and heeded by the 
mnjority in the formation of this bill. Now, when a Member 
from a State whose delegation is soUdly Demo.eratic protests 

gainst the destruction by his party associates of the chi.et in
dustry of his State, his plea is scarcely listened' to with patienee~ 

• 

REPE'Af; OF THE CORN LAWS. 

Although the· publicatian <Jf Adam. Smith's: great wOEk made 
a profound impression, it wa:.s. many years. I>efo-Fe- anytlling was 
done to embody its principles into l:egi-slatlen. l"t was· pub
lished in 17T6, and it was. not unfil 18'!6, ou 70: yea:rrs. later, that 
the repeal_ o:f. the eorn laws lllld.e.Jl' Si:r Robel't Peel:,. began the 
free-trade era of· Eng.I.airurs. bfstocy. 

This action waS' the result of eauses w.hi~fi:,, .while· they do 
not justify, at. !:east expfam the change- of poli-ey~ 'Fhe:re- had 
been a period' of hard timeS< inJ England. Th~ terrible- }.)urden 
of th& Napoleanic warsi lessened! but slowly. Strikes were fre-



702 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. APRIL 28, . ' 
quent among the workingmen. There was much _ distress and 
suffering and a general feeling of discontent prevailed through
O'Ut the l~d. Then came the famine in Ireland. A vast major
ity of the working population of Ireland depended entirely on 
the potato for subsistence. In 1845 the potato rot began and 
for two years destroyed the crop. Thousands died from starva
tion. The distress and suffering were terrible. It is doubtful 
if in another instance in modern times a whole people have been 
so sorely afflicted. 

The demand which was then made to repeal the corn laws 
and giYe the starving people cheaper food was irresistible. ~s 
.Mr. Bright, the most eloq?ent advocate of th~ . repeal, ,,said, 
"Famine itself, against which we had warred, Jomed us. 

But the results did not fulfill the pr~mises of the reformer~. 
Bread was dearer for the 10 years following the repeal than it 
had been at any time during the 23 years which preceded it. 
This was what happened. WheneYer thereafter in any land 
there was an excessive wheat crop England's grain dealers 
bought it cheap, stored and held it, and controlled .the market 
with it and drove the English farmer out of busmess. The 
people did not profit by it, agriculture was destroyed in the 
United Kingdom, and the policy of free trade appropriately 
inaugurated. 

We have no hard times now in the United States. There is 
no general distress; there is no famine. But there is wide
spread discontent, most of which is artificially stimulated and 
most of which is groundless. Now, as then, the people are de
manding cheaper food, and now, as then, it is proposed to 
satisfy that demand by sacrificing the agricultural interes!s ?f 
the country just as the agricultural interests of Great Br1tam 
were sacrificed something more than half a century ago. 

DESTRUCTION Oil' AGRICULTURE IN ENGLAND, 

During the corn laws agitation Cobden declared that not a 
single acre of land would go out of cultivation. Instead an area 
has gone out of cultivation larger than the entire area now 
under cultivation. There are 48,000,000 acres of land capable 
of cultivation in Great Britain. Twenty-eight of the forty-eight 
millions have gone out of cultivation into permanent pasture, 
much of it grown to rank grass and weeds. Less than 
20,000,000 acres are now in crops. Ten yea rs ago there were 
23 000 000 acres and 25 years ago there were 26,000,000 acres. 
with 'the agricultural methods of the Belgians 01· Danes Eng
land could feed all her people, if the 6,000,000 acres which she 
lost in 25 years were added to her land actually in cultivation. 
In France 42 per cent of the land is in crops, in Germany 43 
per cent, while in England there is less than 20 per cent. In 
25 years the value of the Jand in Great Britain has decreased 
more than $500,000,000 and the farmers' capital nearly 
$100,000,000. 

Eno'land's agricultural population is now decreasing at the 
rate 

0

of 13 per cent every decad~. With a population of 
16,000,000 in 1841 she had 2,300,000 engaged in agriculture. In 
1901 with a population of 32,000,000 she had but 988,000. In 
Austria 31 per cent of the population is engaged in agriculture, 
in France 2• per cent, in · Germany and the United States 15 
per cent, while in England there is but 5 pe~ cent. More men 
in England are now engaged in transportation alone than in 
agriculture more in the metal industries, and almost as many in 
the building trades. There are more females in domestic serv
ice than all those engaged in agriculture, and the population 
of London alone is seven times all those engaged in agriculture 
in England. 

England's policy of free trade has driven her agricultural 
population to the slums of the cities or to emigration. Her 
policy has made her dependent on foreign harvests for food. 
She has discarded protection because she believed it unduly 
taxed her people, yet she taxes her people to maintain the most 
expensive navy in the world to keep the seas clear so she can 
obtain from others the food and clothing her own people could 
provide on her own fertile lands. Besides she heavily sub
sidizes her merchant marine. Each year she imports foodstuffs 
in excess of $'300,000,000 and the amount is continually in
creasing. 

Kipling well pictures the situation in his Big Steamers: 
" Oh where are -you going to, all you Big Steamers, . 

Wifu England's own coal up and down the salt seas? " 
"We're going to fetch you your bread and your butter, 

Your beef, pork, and mutton, eggs, apples, al}d cheese." 
"And where will you fetch it from all you Big Steamers? 

And where shall I write you when you are away?" 
" We fetch it from 1\felbourne, Quebec, and Vancouver, 

Address us at Hobart, Hongkong, and Bombay." 
"But if anything happened to all you Big Steamers, 

And suppo e you were wrecked up and down the salt sea? " 
"Why you'd have no coft'ee or bacon for breakfast, 

And' you'd have no muffins or toast for your tea." 

* * * * * • • 

" Then what can I do for yon, all yon Big Steamers, 
Ob, what can I do for your comfort and good?" 

"Send out your big warships to watch your big waters, 
That no one may stop us from bringing your food. 
For the bread that yon eat and the biscuits you nibble, 
The sweets that you suck and the joints that you .i:arve, 
They ace brought to you daily by all the Big Steamers, 
And if anyone hinders our coming--vou'll star-ve I " 

There is no fairer land in the world than rural England. 
But it is fair only exteriorly. It is but the beautiful setting 
of a tragedy. A royal commission was appointed to investigate 
agricultural conditions a few years ago. It reported that lands 
had fallen to an almost nominal value, that rents had fallen 
more than one-half, and that the farmers were " steadily going 
into bankruptcy and ruin." Commenting on these conditions 
the London Spectator says: "It means the constant presence of 
blackest care in tens of thousands of households, the actual 
ruin and despair of thousands, the disintegration and collapse 
of the whole social fabric." 

FREE-TRADE FALLACIES. 

It is the boast of free traders that theirs is the true humani
tarian principle; that by removing barriers they remove bur
dens, and that thereby all. are benefited. But how far .from 
this is the truth ! In fact it builds up one class at the expense 
of another. It destroys one industry to establish another. It 
is a narrow, a selfish, a class policy. It is not wise to concen
trate a nation's energies or interests, but to diversify them. A 
small country may thrive on a particular industry for which 
it is peculiarly adapted, but a great nation can not. And so 
it is that all the great nations of the world, with the lamentable 
exception we have been considering, build up and protect their 
diversified industries by aiding the weak to become strong, by 
protecting them from foreign rapacity, by equalizing condi
tions so that growth and development will follow. 

There are certain interests so important, so essential to a 
nation's growth and development, so requisite to its general 
welfare that they must be considered or disaster is sure to 
follow. If England's commercial interests have prospered, it 
has been at the expense of her agricultural interests. In fact, 
England would have been vastly greater and better if she had 
adopted a broader policy. No great nation can build a perma
nent prQ.Sperity by the sacrifice of its farming interests and its 
rural life. 

It was the dream of the Cobdenites to make England the 
factory of the- world. 'To her the nations were to come and 
pour out their raw material to be manufactured and sold by 
Englishmen. Thus English manufacturers would fix the price 
of the world's products and English merchants would reap the 
profits of the world's sales, and everybody would thus con
h·ibute to England's profit and work for England's glory. 

It was an ambitious project, and to secure it England's 
rulers deliberately sacrificed her agricultural interests. But 
the plan did not work well. The other nations concluded they 
would not adopt free trade. They believed it would be advis
able to cont rol their own markets for their own advantage 
rather than have England exploit them to her own upbuilding. 
They concluded they would prefer to have work for their own 
workingmen rather than furnish work for England's. And so 
England is very fa r from being the factory of the world. 
England's manufacturing establishments no longer lead. Many 
of her industries are dropping out, others are falling behind, 
and she is making a desperate struggle to maintain a place in 
the markets of the world. France has displaced her in some 
lines, the United States in others, Germany in still more; and 
all these are protected nations. England used to have first 
place in industrial progress. She is now in third place. 

. E FFECTS ON M ANUFACTURES AND LABOR. 

The ruin of her agricultural interests has irrrnlved and hin
dered her manufacturing interests. Labor conditions and the 
condition of the poor in England are not only bad, they are 
alarming. l\Ir. Lloyd-George, the present leader of the Liberal 
Party, in a recent statement says: 

There are hundreds of thousands if not millions of men, women. and 
children living under conditions with regard to wages, housing, and the 
rest of labor conditions which ought to make this great Empire hang 
its head with shame. 

There are in England alone more than 833,000 officially de
clared paupers. In one county alone--Yorkshire-there are 
78,000. The whole number in the United States is only 64,000. 
Our population is nearly three times England's, while her pau
pers number more than 10 time our . One county nlooe has 
14 000 more than there are ju this entire Republic. According 
to' the report of the royal commission in<.loor paupers have in
creased 75 per cent since 1 72. The· report says: 

The most disquieting indc~ of m·han pauperism is tbe increasing pro
portion of able-bodied men m health wbo are dependent on .the poor 
rates and the growing percentages of persons applying for rehef under 
~he unemployed workmen's act . 

• 
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Two hundred and thirty-four thousand children receive out

door relief in. the United Kingdom, and the report says that 
G00,000 children are-

Chronic:illy underfed, insufficiently clothed, badly housed. and in lit
erally thousands of cases actually being brought up at public expense 
in drunken homes. 

According to Sir Henry Campbell-BannerIDrul, one of the 
leadEfrs of the Conservatives, there are now twelve or thirteen 
mijlions of her population, or nearly one-third of it, who live 
continually on the margin line of want. He says they must no 
longer speak of a submerged tenth, but of a submerged third. 

England boasts of her industrial exports, but she does not 
boast of the fact that every decade she exports more than a 
million of her sons and daughters, who leave her free-trade 
shores to better their condition in her protected colonies or in 
protected foreign countries. By the assistance of charitable 
-funds or municipal aid the unemployed are seeking lands where 
the blight of free trade does not bar work from willing hands. 
It is a singular fact that while Great Britain is exporting Ger
many is importing labor. Mr. Gompers, who investigated the 
conditions of labor in England in 1910, said that-

Unemployment, varying as to the individuals involved, is now so bad 
as to be spoken of as a settled national feature in industry. 

Mr. Booker T. Washington also made 1a personal investigation 
of the condition of the laboring man in Europe, and published 
tbe results in an interesting volume, Tbe .Man Farthest Down. 
He found him in England. Speaking of the London poor, he 
says: 

In the course of my journey aeross Europe I saw mueh poverty, but 
I do not think l saw anythiDg quite so hopeless and wretched. 

He found them, he says, everywhere-
Not only menl but women alrn • • • on t<ainy nights crouching 

in doorways or noddled away in dark comers where an arch o:r a wall 
_protected them from the cold • ._ •. In the early morning hours 
di1g~0~~ ~~a~!nds in the garbage boxes. 

He concludes-
among the negroes tn America with whom I coald compare the man at 
the bottom 1n England. 

A colored man in London who went there from this country 
wrote him. for help to get back. He had been 14 months with
out work and was nearly starved. In his letter he said: 

The winter is coming on, and I would like to get home to shuck 
corn • • •. It ls a long time since I had watermelon, pigs' feet, 
and corn. I can see the pork chops and the corn bread and the hot 
biscuits calling me to come over and get some, nnd many times I have 
tried but failed. 

THE A.MEBICAN FA.IUIEll. 

We have considered the decline and fall of agriculture in 
England under free trade. Let us lli1W e<>nsider its history in 
the United States under protection. 

In America the farmer has been the Nation Builder. By him 
colonies were founded. For him States were framed. Through 
hi efforts the Union came. The pioneer farmer conquered the 
continent. Sweeping westward with slow but irresistible prog
ress, he has transformed the wilderness into a garden. Trade 
has followed in his footsteps, cities have sprung up behind him, 
steel highways now ma1·k the paths he blazed. 

From colonial days to the present the interest and influence 
ot the farmer has been in the forefront, shaping our policy and 
controlling our destiny. The progress of the Nation could be 
determined by his progress, and in the measnre his interests 
were regarded, so has the Nation prosp_ered. There has never 
been a year of our history when the farmer has done well that 
the Nation has not done well. In these later years. when our 
material progress and well-being have made this era the most 
wonderful of all our history, the progress of the farmer of 

·America has likewise been unprecedented. 
The number of farms increased from 4,564,000 in 1890 to 

6,361.000 in 1910. Th.e acreage increased from 623.000.000 to 
878,000,000. Farm values increased from $16,000,0("),000 to 
$29,000,000,000. The value of their annual product increased 
from two to nine billions. Compare that record of progress 
and prosperity with England's record of ruin and decay, With 
a soil as fertile, with better transportation facilities, and closer 
markets. the continued decline and ultimate extinction of her 
agricultural interests seems certain. It would hardly appear 
that such a free-trade example would justl!y emulation. 

OUB PltOTECTIVE POLICY. 

Under protection we have tried to build up all our industries 
together. We ha>e endeavored to follow the adTice of Thomas 
Jefferson. who said~ "We must now place our manufacturers 
by the side of the agriculturist." We believe thelr relation 
should be reciprocal. The farmer buys from the manufacturer 
and the manufacturer from the farmer. · Neither prospers if 
the other does not. Success in agriculture is the ·initial factor. 
It · is the fundamental fact. A prosperous condition of agri
culture is the center and the source ot '' good times."' Bcnmtiful 

harvests and good prices inspire larger industrial activities. 
The manufacturer increases his output, the railways enlarge 
their facilities, the merchant buys heavily. In this way suc
cess in agriculture touches all our people. • It means increased 
dem.3?ds and greater activities in an departments of life. 

It is because of these facts and by these means that we have 
built up the largest home market of the world. Nlnety-two per 
cent of our agricultural products are consumed at home. A still 
larger per cent of our manufactures are purchased by our own 
veople. Our demands are greater and our means are greater 
than anywhere else in the world. The American_ workingman 
lives better, receives better wages, and buys more than any other 
of his class. Likewise the American farmer buys as well as 
sells. He does not hoard his ~oney; he spends it. Prosperity 
means to hi!Il better houses, larger barns, better stock, imple
ments, clothing, education for his children, automobiles, pianos, 
vacations. and amusements. The prosperity of the American 
farmer is essential to industrial activity. It is synonymons 
with national prosperity. 

GERMANY IN CONTRAST WITH ENGLAND. 

I shall now ask your attention to the experienee o1 Ge:rmaEy 
as a further contrast to that of England. 

German unity followed the Franco-German war. The victory 
ot Sedan gave Bismarck the opportunity of conSO-lidating the 
Gennan States, whlch had united in the overthrow of France, 
and thus the German Empire came into being. Tbe formation 
of this great federal union gave Bismarck the fllrther oppor
tunity of formulating a fiscal policy. Without hesnation he 
adopted the policy of proteetion. Frankly he advocated it, be
cause of the great success which had attended its institution in 
America. In his speech to the Reichstag he said : 

The suceess of the United States in material development is the most 
~llustrions ot modern tio?es. * • • Beeau:se it is my deliberate 
Judgment that the prosperity of America ls mainly due to its system o:f 
protective laws, I urge that Germany has now reaehed that point where 
it is necessary to imitate the taritr system o:f th~ United States. 

As shown by F'esults, the wtsdom of that action can not be 
questioned. The protective system which was then adopted has 
since been steadfastly maintained and strengthened. Under it 
Germany has made such progress as to rival even America. 
Under it she has passed all her continental rivals in trade and 
commerce. 

Germany's foreign trade has grown faster than that of any· 
nation in all the worlds history. In 25 yenrs her shipping has 
increased more than sevenfold. The .. commereiaJ fleet n in
creases each year as fast as vessels can be built or boµght. It 
is a most significant fact that there are now more German than 
English vessels going through the Suez Canal, while Germany's 
each year increases and England's each year declines. Tbe Ger
mans have planted their trade outposts in Ceylon, India, and the 
Malay States,. have established centers in China and Japan, and 
almost control the trade of South America. There is not a port 
from pole to pole where the German flag is not seen and where 
Germ n trade is not pressing for place. . 

Germany's population is now 65,000,000, and is increasing at 
the rate of more than a million a year. 

Great Britain's has increased but U.000,000 in 30 9years. 
When protection wns adopted the emigration from Germany 

was more than 200,000 each year. It is now less than 20,000, 
while that from Great Britain exc~ 100.000 annually. 

Germany has increased her exports nearly 100 per cent in 15 
years. · 

During the same period Great Britain increased. hers but 17. 
per cent. . 

Germany finds employment for all her people at continually: 
increasing wages. 

In England there is a constantly increasing number ot unem
ployed and a nearly staUonary wage scale. 

In order that workingmen mny see the contrast between pro
tection and free-trade countries the wage scales during recent 

. years may be instructively studied. In the United States the 
increase from 1900 to 1~7 was-for bricklayers, 25.1 per cent; 
for carpenters, 42.5 per cent; for plumbers, 46.5 per cent. 

In Germany the increases were almost as large--for brick
Inyers, 23 pe:r cent; for ca:rpenters. 28.7 per cent; fo:r plumbers, 
33.6 pP.r cent. · 

In England the increases were in marked contrast to these--i 
for bricklayers, four-tenths o:t 1 per cent; for carpenters, five
tentbs of 1 per cent; for plmnbers, eight-tenths of ~ per cent. 

LQRlelJL'l'URE ~""DER PROTECTION IN' QJiIBMAl'f"Y. 

Especially marked is the contrast between the dPstroction o~ 
. agriculture in England by free trade and the upbuilding of ag
riculture in Germany under protection. 

Compared with Great Britain, Germany possesses a poor soll, 
an unfavorable geographical position, and an inferior climate. 
Her transportation facilities have been inferior, and her imple-
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ments and methods greatly so. A century ago her peasants were 
serfs. und serfdom lingered until the middle of the nineteenth 
century. Since protection was adopted the farmers' interests 
ha Ye been most ca1'efully guarded. In 1906 Germany made a 
new tariff. In preparation for it a tariff commission was 
appointed. For five years they worked. More than 2,000 ex
perts were employed. They worked with characteristic Ger
man deliberation and thoroughness. They studied carefully all 
the weak and strong points of their trade rivals. With scien
tific care they measured each of their own manifold interests. 
Carefully they guarded against disturbing the stability of ex
isting business conditions. Whenever a German industry could 
be de,·eloped they fostered it; whenever an interest seemed im
periled they protected it. Especially did they guard their 
.agricultural interests. There was not an article in the schedule 
that could be produced at home on which the tariff was not 
increased. The duty on wheat was increased 114 per cent; on 
corn, 212 per cent; on flour, 156 per cent; potatoes, vegetables, 
and fruit were taken from the free list and put on the dutiable 
list. 

. Under protection agriculture in Germany has greatly pros
pered. Her area under cultivation has increased until it is 
practically all in crops. Her stock and crops have more than 
doubled in amount and value. The German farmer has a con
tinually rising scale of prices for his products, with cheaper 
transportation rates and better marketing facilities. Under 
protection Germany has developed the beet-sugar industry until 
she not only supplies all her home demand, but exports thou
sands of tons annually. This has not only given a new indus
try to her farmers, but the indirect benefit of the enrichment 
of her soil has been great. Within a few years German farmers 
haYe doubled the yield per acre of their grain crops, a large 
proportion of the increase being attributable to raising beets 
as a rotation crop. 

Under this careful conservation of German resources, this 
intelligent and scientific development of German industries, 
this systematic and strenuous policy of German progress in 
every possible outlet for its exercise has developed a passion
ate patriotism, a love for and devotion to the Fatherland and 
its every interei:it that is nothing short of wonderful in this age 
of cynical indifference. It would seem that every German loves 

· Germany supremely, devotedly; works for her, fights for her, 
and is ready to die for her. "Deutschland iiber alles " is their 
motto-" Germany over all." There is such a thing perhaps 
as an excess of patriotism, but it would seem as if an infusion 
of some· of this spirit would be beneficial to those who are so 
ready to sacrifice every American interest on the altar of 
cheapness. 

CONSUMER V. PRODUCER. 

It has been impossible for the majority to comprehend that 
in the establishment of a national policy they should take a 
national view-should consider the question in its larger aspects. 
The majority leader declares that this bill is formulated from 
the consumer's standpoint. That means that everything is to 
be sacrificed for cheapness. It apparently means nothing to 
him and his associates that in the eruleayor to secure cheapness 
by free trade we are adopting a discredited policy, one aban
doned by all the great nations save England alone; that in this 
instance free trade has been a bane and not a blessing ; that 
while other nations are prospering and building up their in
dustries through protection, she is sacrificing hers and retrograd
ing under free trade. It is apparently not singular to them 
that having acquired unmeasured prosperity under protection 
we should abandon it in the height of our success. It does not 
seem at all strange to them that we should sacrifice our agri
cultural interests, as England did hers, in a fruitless endeavor 
to benefit the consumer at the expense of the producer. It does 
not appear unpatriotic to surrender our market, the richest 
prize ever possessed by a great nation, to our trade enemies 
without a struggle in its behalf. 

ATTACK ON FA.Rl\IEJRS. 

A reckless disregard of the farmer's interest is repeatedly 
shown in the provisions of this bill. At every point, in every 
particular, on every item the farmer is stricken. 

The bill places on the free list bagging for cotton, but not 
for wheat; beeswax; bran and wheat screenings; broom corn; 
buckwheat and buckwheat flour; corn and corn meal; cotton; 
horsehair; hides and hoofs and horns of cattle; lard; leather; 
all meats, fresh or prepared; milk and cream; oatmeal; oil 
cake; oils; oleo steariri; potatoes; rye and rye flour; seeds; 
skins of sheep, goats, and so forth; swine; tallow; wheat tlour; 
wood ; logs, timbers, and so forth ; wool and wool wastes ; and 
sugar after three years. Reductions have been made on prac
tically everything else the farmer produces. 

The small amount of protection left on some of these articles 
is valueless or worse. Of what value is the 10 per cent left on 
cattle and sheep when meats are admitted free? Indeed, it 
would have been better to have admitted cattle and sheep free, 
for then the farmer could have purchased his stock for feeding 
a little cheaper. Of what benefit will if be to the farmer to 
retain 10 cents per bushel on wheat when flour, bran, and 
screenings are aQ.mitted free? It might have been as well to 
have admitted wheat free, for then om· milling industry might 
not have been destroyed. Butter carries a small duty, but milk 
and cream are admitted free. Farm implements are free; but 
that is- no concession, for they are now on the free list from any 
country granting us like privilege. We have free farm imple
ments now from England, which is the largest· foreign pro
ducer. But our farmers do not want foreign implements; they 
want the best, and the best are manufactured in America, and 
at the cheapest prices. 

HIGH PRICES OF FOOD PRODUCTS. 

If this assault on the farmer was caused by resentment, it 
would have no foundation. The belief has been fostered that 
the farmer is almost the sole ca use of the high price of food 
products. This is far from the truth. The increase he has 
received has been but the world-wide increase which has 
marked the course of prices in recent years. Indeed, the 
farmer has received but a small part of the increase paid by 
the consumer. The Secretary of Agriculture made an elaborate 
and most careful investigation of the prices for farm products 
paid to the farmer and by the consumer a short time ago. The 
result showed that the consumer was paying on an average 
100 per cent more than the farmer received. In other words, 
one-half of the price paid by the consumer went to the farmer, 
and the balance went for transportation, distribution, and 
profits. For example, out of every dollar paid by the con
sumer for poulh·y the farmer gets but 50 cents; for every dol
lar's worth of eggs the farmer receives 69 cents; butter, 87 
cents; milk, 50 cents; apples, 56 cents; onions, 28 cents; pota
toes, 59 cents, and so forth. Referring to these reports, Sec
retary Wilson said : 

From the details that have been presented with regard to the in
crease of prices of farm products between farmer and consumer the 
conclusion is inevitable that the consumer has no well-grounded com
plaint against the farmer for the prices that be pays . 

In view of these facts, which have not been and can not be 
questioned, what is the justification for this attack on the 
farmer? It should be understood that it is an easy matter to 
destroy the farmer's prosperity without benefiting the consumer. 
There is as large an opening for transportation charges, costs 
of distribution, and middleman's profits between the importer 
and the consumer as between the farmer and the consumer. 

In the course of this debate it has been frankly stated that 
it was proposed by this bill to call in the cheaper food products 
from Canada, Mexico, Argentina, and Australia to displace the 
products of our own farms. Mr. James B. Burns, president of 
the Boston market, says : 

Free meat and free cattle is the only solution to the present high 
cost of meat. • • • ·Our only hope is to import beef, cheap, grass
fed beet and cattle, from the ranges of Australia and those of the 
Argentine Republic. These countries are now the natural and logical 
sources of supply. 

But who will import and who will handle these supplies? Is 
it likely that the Beef Trust which controls importations will 
be any easier to control than the Beef Trust in America? We 
are now striving with a fair prospect of success to control our 
domestic trusts, but no man has yet suggested a method to con
trol foreign and international trusts. A wiser statesmanship 
would apply itself to red.acing transportation rates and costs 
of distribution ; to controlling domestic trusts and combinations ; 
and thus with fair prospect of success endeavor to reduce the 
cost of food products to the consumer. But worse than futile 
will be the endeavor to aid the consumer by striking the farmer. 

USELESSNESS OF PROTESTS. 

I suppose there is little use to voice these protests. Argu
ment and appeal alike are in vain. This bill must be passed, 
for such is the President's wish and the caucus -decree. Noth
ing but another trial and nothing but another disaster will 
force upon the majority the lesson of their folly. Theirs is a 
serious responsibility. A Republican administration has h·ans
ferred to them a Nation at the high tide of its prosperity. 

Bradstreet's, in their January review of 1912, said: 
Nineteen hundred and twelve was a year of remarkable achievement 

in agriculture. in trade. and in industry. It saw set up many new 
records of c1·00 yield, of commodity price movement, and of manufac
ture. • • • Briefly stated, it was a period of peaceful progress and 
plenteous production. • 

Dun's said: 
The new year opens with all the gains and advantages achieved during 

the last half of 1912. The new year takes over from the old the 

- . -
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increased agricultural wealth resulting from big crops, the great activity 
in the largest industries. the augmented confidence in branches of 
domestic trade, the record -breaking foreign commerce, and the full 
employment of labor at high wa~es, insuring large buying power. With 
this legacy from 1912 the marntenance of a satisfactory volu.me of 
business apparently is assured. 

This is the fruitage of protection. Republicans believe that 
only by its maintenance can the continuance of such conditions 
be assured. In the language of President McKinley : 

We stand for a protective tariff because it represents the Am~rican 
home, the American fireside, the American family, the American girl 
and the American boy, and the highest possibilities of American citizen
ship. 

With this in view it will be our duty to oppose and to vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from Kansa s [Mr. CONNELLY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CON
NELLY] is recognized. 

l\fr. CONNELLY of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, it may be pre
sumptuous for one who has been here only since the beginning 
of the present session of Congress to speak at this time after 
listening to men who IJ.ave grown gray in the service here. 
Were it a contest in eloquence and oratory I might well shrink 
from the task. But I am here representing one of the great 
agricultural districts of this country. Out in my State and dis
h·ict nature and a race of pioneers have combined to make a 
country great in resource, rich in material wealth, splendid in 
civic_ pride, and righteous. I speak that they may have repre
sentation here; that they may have a voice in this new era 
when honest and patriotic men are concerned that the burdens 
of government may be placed upon the shoulders of those who 
are best able to bear them. I speak that they may be allowed 
to give approval to the Democratic teachings of the Master of 
men, when He taught that those should be held accountable for 
much who possessed much. I voice their sentiments when I 
disapprove of the application to our governmental life of the 
idea that He never intended should be applied to the material 
things of this life when He said: 

He that hath shall be added unto, while he that hath not, that which 
' he bath shall be taken away. 

Mr. Chairman, I am' glad that we are not here to conten9. for 
personal or physical supremacy, as was the case in ages gone by, 
but that we are here trying to champion an ideal and fighting 
for the supremacy of an idea. I am not surprised that men 
who are here representing different communities and different 
interests should honestly hold ideas widely divergent as to 
what is the proper way to proceed to make tariff schedules. I 
grant every man here on both sides of the House a right to his 
opinion, and it is no part of my purpose to indulge in crimina
tions or recriminations because gentlemen on the other side of 
the House hold opinions that are widely different from my own. 

I find as I get more acquainted with them that they are 
cl1?ver and courteous gentlemen, who would much rather help 
than harm their neighbor, but who have been sent here by con
stituencies that believe that privilege long permitted becomes a 
Tested right, and so long as they continue to believe in that 
doctrine I will find myself at variance with them; but -I grant 
them the right to represent their people. From their speeches 
deliYered here I infer that they are amazed at the audacity of 
a ·Democratic Congress which wants to wean some of the over
grown industries and place them on the same basis as that 
occupied by the farmer, the laborer, and the artisan, who, when 
they come asking for special privileges, are invariably pointed 
to the motto on the wall which reads, " Paddle your own canoe." 

The real difficulty with the revision of the tariff is that it 
is usually revised with an eye to the welfare of selfish interests 
instead of in -the interests of the whole people. In recent years 
it has been revised on the basis of a division of the spoils 
instead of with the idea of stopping the crime of taking the 
goods. I come from an agricultural district, and if there have 
ever been a people on the face of the earth that have · been 
misled by the sophistries of a protective tariff it is the people 
who lirn on the farm. They have beard the protectionist in
sist that the tariff on an article represents the difference in 
the price at home and abroad, when it was selling for the same 
price in London and New York, with a tariff on it equal to 
the selling price in either place. They have seen a tariff of 
25 cents a bushel on corn while they were selling it over the 
scales at 13 cents per bushel. They have seen a tariff of 25 
cents a bushel on wheat, which had only the effect of increasing 
the price to them of the seed they were compelled to ship in 
from other countries in order that they might keep their yield 
to the maximum. They have been compelled to pay an artificiai 
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price for their farm machinery, ha111ess, wagons, and carriages. 
They have been forced to buy all of their supplies in a pro
tected market while they have had to sell in the open markets 
of the world. 

I have heard some gentlemen proclaim that the farmer was 
arrogant and prosperous, but I know that if you allow for the 
natural increase of the farm lands that he has owned you will 
find but very few who have tilled the soil have made more than 
an existence, and statistics tell us that year by year more o.f 
them are working rented and mortgaged farms and the owner
ship is fast passing out of the hands of the men who Jim on 
them and work them. The protectionists are not sparing with 
their criticisn11s and the prophecy that the present tariff law 
will not work and will bring disaster to the country. They 
apparently forget that their high schedules have almost in
variably failed to produce expected results and tha t every 
financial depression that has occurred for 50 years has come 
under high duties enacted by Republican Congresses. 

If we have a criticism of the present law it is that the duties 
on manufactured goods are still too high, although they hay~ 
been reduced greatly from the schedules that have prevailed 
under Republican rule. We believe that as we reach or ap
proach the ideal in government that tariffs will gradually ;;o 
to the scrap heap as a means of raising revenues and that 
these funds will be raised by a direct tax the same as the 
taxes that are now raised for State and municipal expense. 
If every man was compelled to go to the taxgatherer and pay 
his full tax at the end of the year it would put an end to the 
Ltravagance that is noticeable upon every hand in the National 
Capital and wherever the Government now appropriates money. 
If taxes were paid direct and the people rea11y knew how much 
money was wasted by those who administer the law, there would 
be such an _uprising and protest against the waste of Government 
funds that the "pork barrel" would soon resemble a cracker 
jar, and the Congressman who now measures his usefulness by 
the number of Government buildings that he gets for bis dis
trict would have a different standard by which he would 
measure his stewardship. 

Those who have taught the principles of Jefferson least in 
days gone by have had much to say about them during this de
bate because he in the early history of the Nation's life gave 
sanction to the laying of low tariff rates. They appa1·ently 
forget that conditions to-day and conditions then are vastly 
different. That Jefferson did approve of this means of raising 
I"eYenue, with its incidental protection, but he lived and spoke 
for an age when many .of these industries were indeed in their 
infancy and at a time when there was no real division over 
the tariff question. But while they are reveling in the teach
ings of Jefferson they should reflect that he never approved a 
measure with rates as high as is now shown by this measure 
proposed by the present majority, which is spoken of with con
tempt as a free-trade measure. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentlemen contend that their party have 
been thrown from power without any just cause and insist that 
when the people get their bearings again they will return the 
Republican Party to power in this great country. No one can 
do more than to prophesy what the future bolds in store for 
us, · but if the last part of their contention bas not more of the 
essence of facts in it than the other part, which contends that 
there was no reason for their overthrow, then the future should 
hold dread for no one save those who hope for the coming of 
the evil hour. · 

You who come with your lamentations, forebodings, and 
prophecies, telling of the evil that will follow in the wake of 
this enactment, should remember that as doctrinarians you 
are not strangers to error or as prophets that you have not 
always been a succ~ss. You have come to us in other days 
and told us that no matter how high we placed the duty, that 
it was not our concern, for you were sure that the joke was 
on the foreigner and that he was the fellow who paid the tariff. 
You came to us and said that you were interested in the weal 
of the workman and your hearts yearned that he be shielded 
from a competition with the pauper labor of other lands, while 
you have for 50 years watched with complacent eye monster 
ships laden with human cargo shipped from southern Europe 
to take their place beside the American laborer without let or 
hindrance. 

In all your love for the laboring man he now awakens to the 
fact that after enjoying your protection for all of these years 
that there stands between him and the lowest-paid labor of all 
the earth only the price of the steerage fare on the cheapest 
steamship that rides the wave. The only real protection that 
he has, _and he knows it, is the efficiency that Hes in his 0wn 
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brawn and bra:tn, and he holds in contempt . your· expre sed l passed a greater l':inue of humairtty and J:mmanify's needs than 
:fears and forebodings· that he can not compete with any people any like committee that has sat in this country for 50 year , 
in an the world who can mak-e a full-dress suit out. of 6 eents? 1 shall SU]>port this measure giadly, not because all of its 
worth of calico. schedules are j'ast what ·I would have .ma.de them, nor been.use 

Yoff stood on the political hustings for many year and denied it is a perfect bill, but because it is an honest effort on the part 
that there was such! a thing as a trust, and when your pos-ition of its tra:mer to fulfill the pledges made by the Democratic 
·was pr'oven to be wrong you said through the moothpiece of Party ta th~ people of the country. I belie-ve it will not be a 
your proJi)het and Ieadel' that if there was such a thing that disappointment te> the people as is so freely predicted by tho e 
it wn_s- a good thing for the country and it shouldl be encouraged who to-day sit in the· wa.iling places. I belie e when it goes to 
and fostered the eountry, along with tbe- othe1· laws that tllis Congres · wm 

When the people :tg~in found that you were: WLong you said em1ct, that it will start anew tlle lifeblo<>d of· commerce, bring 
tlle-v ·hould be reprn,·ed and repdmanded, but that the weapons prosperity to the land in general, and meet the approval of a 
wtth which they wrung trom the laborer and the- consumer an great peopTe who deserve much at the hands of this body. 
tUtjust sllare of the wealth of the country should not be wrested: [Loud applause on the Democratic side.] 
from their hands fol:' fear in so doing tha:t some innocent by- .Mr: UNDE:RWOOD. Mr. Cha:irman, I yield to the gentleman 
stander shoufd suffer in the melee. from Illinois [Mr. WILLIAMS]. -

And so, my Republican friends, if in the fi:nall ana1ysi9' it The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr, WIL-
should appear that the present Mil should! not giYe all the relief LIAMS] is recognized. 
tlmt is claimed. for it by those who have framed it and belleYe Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I do not propose to go inta 
in it, yoo slrould tte· charitable fn: your crltfcismg, tor it is not a detailed discussion of the tariff question fn all its :phases, bat 
becoming iu you to refuse to allow us to be wrong once, when I do desire to invite attention to some conditions which hav-e 
sou have been wrong, so many times. . intruded themselves into this debate and' discuss in a general 
· I farve been. amused and entertained at the position of the way some of the most important feature of the bilL It is 
mernb.ers of the Progressive Party on tlle tariff .9.uestion .. ~ conceded that there is a necessity for· tariff' reYision, and that 
was at one time in my State a: member of the old-time Populist the revision should be downward is ad.nutted f>y eYerybody 
Pa-rty, and I have never apologize!J for the things that they exeept the pet industries which h:ive enjoyed special privilege 
taught I find in the Progressive Party a good many of the so Iong that they look upon protection as a divine right, and 
id.ens that we as Pop11lisfs were abused and: despised for pre>mnl- resent any interference with tbeir assumed prerogative as a 
gating a score of years- ago, and I at? not. persuaded that they violatfon of and an illfl'ingement upon wfiat they seem to regard 
• re any the· less potent for what I belle-Ve is for the good of the not only a sacred but a vested right. As the re ult of the 
country, becau e they hnve just atti.-aete~ the· attent.ion of son:e issues of the last campafgn.,. the tariff is to be revised, and that 
Yery worthy gentfemen who _were l'o~d rn condei:ming them m revision is to be downward. Tlie Democratic Party is charged 
the days past, t>at on the tHnff question I find this new party a with the responsibility, and fn keeping with its platform pledges 
Jittre difficult to understand. . . . • and campaign promises is now engaged in a good-faith effort to 

Ninety-five per eent of tbos~ who eonstitute the Progressive comply with the mandate of the American people expressed at 
Party are men who have onl~ recently gone up. and down. the the polls. The Democratic Party has always stood for a tatjff 
country as Republicans, pfeading the cause of high protectio~; for revenue only, and fnsists that there is no c.onstitutionaI 
and if they are different now from what they were befo~e this· authority to imp0se taxes upon the people for any other purpose. 
great light of progress d:rwned upon them., that fact is not We are opposed to a p1·otective tmiff~that is, to a trrriff L.'l.x 
noticeable from the discussions that I ha-ve- llstened to here on levied for the purpose of fostering and enriching favored indus
the floor by the gentlemen who have spoken for that party. trfes. We are oppo ed: to anything that smacks of special pri:vi
They appear to take the middle ground that would revise the Iege. l!i.. ta:x is burdensome at best, but when that burden is 
scbeduleS' in snch a way that the revision would help no one increased beyond the nece sfties of the- Government economically 
and would harm no one. administered for no other purpose than to enrich a: few at the 

They appear to be in the same frame of mincl as the old expen e of the taxpayer :it becomes intolerable and can n:ot be 
Irishman who supposed; that he was reaching the time of disso- justified, eHher legally or moral1y. The opposition to this bm 
Iution. His spiritua.J adviser came to him and saitt, "Pa'!, do bave· not seriously conternl'ed that it does not provide for snfli
you 1renounce the· de1·il and an af llis works~,. Pat rolled his eien~ rev~ue, but ft is urged that it will remo\e the props from 
eyes and said, " Father, I am not sure which country I am under· the protective system and materially affect the profits 
going to, and I don't think it is a good idea to make any ene- of manufacturers. At the same tfme and almost in the same 
mies unnecessarily." [Laughter.J breath it is urged that it will not reduce the cost of fiving and 

The Progressives who have spoken d:o not agree· with the the price of nece saries in the homes· of our people. Just how 
stand-pat element of the party from which they have so recently these two arguments can f>e reconciled is beyond my under· 
seceded, and they apparently have some mi givings. as to the standing. I believe it to be a fact, as stated by an eminent 
bill under consideration and want to keep themselves in shape authority, that the tarltr is the mother- of trusts; that we have 
so that they can. jump with the cat when it is refeased and be llFotected .American industries in such exce sive p1·ofits and 
on the PoPUla:rr ide in any eTent. aga.fnst foreign competition to such an extent that we have 

Afr. Cfmirman, I have heard a good deal in recent years about piled up in this country in the hands of the beneficiaries of the 
nonpolitieal and nonpartisan: boards who are going to point ont protecti~e system the colossal :fortunes that are a menace to· 
the way on these various questions. I d<Y not know exaetly what our institutions. 
kind of a board a nonpolitieaF .board would be, unless it would A trust consists- of an aggregation of capital for the control 
be a board composed of men with no political behefs or con- of trade, and as a result of the enormous wealth accumulated 
victions, and if that is th~ idea, I nave some misgfvings as to in the hands of tariff barons not only h.ave the prices of prod
their work, fol' in my range of acquaintances I do· not know of ucts been arbitrarily fixed :md the markets controlled, but 
any man wh& has no poiitical opfuions and convictions that during the Republican period of ascendency those who po sess 
I wouJd be ready t() follow far in the matter of revising the tl:'rls accumnJ'ated wealth have controlled the policies of the 
tariff or- upon :my other proposition. I would rather i'ntrust Repubrican Party and shaped the legislation of· the country. 
the maldng of fheae 1awe to the most ral>icJ stand'pa.tte:r in my· We propo~e by this bill to limit taxation to a revenue basis~ 
d1st1·ict than to mtrnst them to any coterie of men that I know We are opposed to any system that filches money from the 
of who have no polities at an. pocfret of one citizen and transfers it to that of ano'ther We 

Finally~ l\lr. Chairman, I shall not flatter myself that this or are opposed to any system of taxation that has for its- purpose 
any bill that shall oo written by the h!tnds of men fs perfect in the robbery of orle man for the enrichment of another. I funy 
rrll of its details or will be above criticism by those who honestly agree with the theory of' this bill. It may not be perfect; no 
differ in opinions with tile men respon ible fo:r it'.. r realize that asse sment eve:r was. There are under any' system or scheme of 
no bill can be written that is or can be free from criticism by taxation inequali5e , unfair valuations, and an unequal distri
tllose whO' want ta see evH come. If you put cattle on the free bution: of the' burden · of goverrunent-local, State, and na-
1 !st, .they will go to the farmer and tell him that the Dem?crats ttonal-which can not be a-void~. But t believe tha.t t.J;iis ~ill 
li.ave i:ernored aH protection from the cuttle he raisei::r, If you :rpproaches neai•er to exact justice an to the equal disti·1bodon 
l1t1t duty on thew the same fellows will go to- tll:e farmer and of the burdens of goyernment than. any ta~iff meusure· de-vi ~ 
tell him that the Democrats. make hfm PUY' a; penalty for since the Walker tariff. And I further believe that witbfn: S1X 
fi eders tha.t he wants to: ship> in to- f'eed up his surpfus: crops.. month.g from th:a drrte· of its enactment busines will have> ad· 
I belie\e~ l\Ir. Chairm3n thnt me committee that framed this jnsted itself to· new conditions and to new rate and that nnl:· 
bfll oecupied higher grounds and their scope of vision errcom- versnl prosperity will prevui!. Bnt whate\er may be tile result 
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of the bill, there is no escaping a substantial and material re
duction of tariff rates; Ute people ha ve demanded it; that was 
the issue which <lisrupted the Hepublican Party, and the Demo
cratic Party would be derelict in .Hs __ duty, unrnin_dful of its 
obligations, and unfaithful to every trust if it did not enact 
into law a ta riff measure limiting taxation to a revenue basis 
and eliminating the whole policy and system of protection, ex
cept in so far as incidental protection results fro~ a revenue 
tariff. If I understand the will of the people, this bill is ex
actly what they want. It is the declared purpose of the people 
to test out to the fullest measure the Democratic tariff policy, 
and, with confidence in the Democratic Party, the people hail 
with hope and confidence the efforts of this administration in 
the direction of tariff revision. 

That which has amused me-and, I may say, surprised me
most is that gentlemen upon tha t side of the House, whose 
tariff policies have been repudiated and found to be a failure, 
now come here and nssume to advise the Democratic Party, 
which holds a commission from the people to revise the tariff
these repudiated Republican.s come here to advise us how to do 
it. [Applause and laughter ou tht! Democratic side.] If a 
party and its tariff policies ever have been repudiated, the 
Republican Party and the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill have been. 
Yet we witness the spectacle on this floor of the author of the 
Payne-Aldrich tariff bill telling us how to do it. After we have 
revised the tariff, if we make as complete and lamentable a 
failure as did our Republican friends, then I am willing to 
surrender back into their hands, but not until then, the power 
to deal with this great question. 

I believe I ha\'e heard here as many good and well-prepared 
speeches upon the tariff question as I have before heard in all 
my life; as many well-considered, well-thought-out discourses; 
and what is unusual, I have witnessed many of them delivered 
in the shape of addresses prepared and read to this body. 

I ·do not come with a prepared speech of that character and 
do not care at this time to say more on the Democratic theory 
of tariff legislation, but I do want to invite the attention of our 
Republican friends to some things in their platform, and inci
dentally I want to say a word to our Progressive friends. I 
regret that the gentleman from New York [Mr. CHANDLER], 
who made such a splendid effort this afternoon in defense of 
fr. Roosevelt, is not here to-night, because I _wanted to say 

something to him in answer to what he said in defense of that 
distinguished character. 

But first I want to call the attention of my Republican friends 
to some things in their platform. I say you made a failure 
when you attempted to revise the tariff, and the people have 
repudiated you, and I say you admitted your failure in your 
platform. Let me read it. Perhaps this will be familiar to 
some of you, and to some of you it may not. 

The Payne-Aldrich bill had only been in operation three years, 
or less than three years, when your Chicago platform of last 
year was framed, and you say in that platform: 

Some of the existing import duties are too hlgh and should be re
duced. Readjustments should be made from time to time to conform 
to changed conditions and to reduce excessive rates, but without injury 
to any American industry. 

reliant have become dependent upon the bounty of the Go\ern
rnent and the privileges extended to them, so that it is said we 
can not withdraw that support with safety, without endanger
ing the business interests of the country. If that is true, if we 
have become so entangled in the meshes of protection, so help
less in the hands of these protected industries that we can not 
withdraw Government aid without endangering ·the business in
terests of the country, the sooner we commence to wean this 
calf the better off we will be in the end and the safer will 
become every legitimate industry in the land. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] · 

We do not wish to destroy industries, especially any legiti
mate industry, but we do say that we have pledged the 
American people a substantial reduction in tariff rates, and we 
come here proposing this bill, and intend to redeem our pledge. 
We say more. We have pledged the people an income tax, and 
the people, by three-fourths of the State legislatures, have rati
fied the constitutional amendment providing for an income tax. 
And yet our friends across the aisle stand here to a man 
opposed to an income tax, and are proposing to vote against it 
when it comes to a vote on this bill. 

The Democratic Party has demanded for years that wealth 
shall contribute its just share to the burdens of Government, 
and to that end has favored an income tax. The Supreme 
Court held the last income-tax law unconstitutional. For years 
the Democratic Party has sought a constitutional amendment 
authorizing this method of taxation. Of course the men en
joying great incomes have, through the instrumentality of the 
Republican Party, opposed such an amendment, and it was 
not until we secured a Democratic House and a Senate anti
Republican that we were able to force to the submission of the 
people a proposition for such an amendment to the Constitution. 
We expect that the reduction in tariff rates will materially re
duce the revenue deri\ed from tariff taxation, and we have 
provided in this bill for an income tax to make up the differ
ence. It is said in opposition to this provision in the bill that 
those enjoying an income less than $4.000 will escape their fair 
share of taxation and that the burden will fall on those who 
enjoy a larger income. That is true, but who can better afford 
it? It must not be forgotten that under the tariff system those 
enjoying a mere living income and who spend it in the support 
and education of their families contribute to the expenses of 
the Government out of :rll proportion to those possessing great 
fortunes, because there is a limit to every man's necessities and 
a corresponding limit to legitimate expenditures, and the neces
sities of a family in moderate circumstances are as great as 
those who possess great wealth; and as a result the man with 
an income of $2,000, $3,000, or $4,000 who expends it on his 
family contributes as much toward the support of the Gov
ernment as does the man of a much larger income who ex
pends only a portion for the maintenance of his household. 
Y.et the man with large property interests and the great cor
porate concerns throughout the country require expenditures 
for the protection of their property and enforcement of their 
rights far beyond that which the man or concern of mod
erate means requires for the same purpose. Why should not 
the man of means or the corporation of extensive operations 

A confession that rates in a bill which had been enacted less pay toward the support of the Government which protects them 
than three years before were too high; a confession that when in their business and property rights in proportion to t~ 
you promised the American people in the campaign of 1908 that benefits receiYed? The only way by which these burdens can 
you would revise the tariff downward that you had failed to be equalized and the large incomes and great property interests 
redeem your platform pledge to the American people. And yet be compelled to contribute in proportion to the benefits received 
you went to the people in 1912, with this confession upon your is by means of a well-adjusted income tax. 
lips, again pledging a revision of the tariff downward and a In this way, and oDly in this wa~ can burdens of UL'{ation 
readjustment of its inequalities. You come here now when a be at all equalized and approach exact and equal justice to all 
bill has been prepared and submitted to you for your con- men. I favor the income-tax provisions of this bill. I am not 
sideration and your votes and criticize and condemn it, and surprised that the Republicans in this House intend to vvte 
say to us that we are inexperienced in tariff legislation; that against it. ·To be consistent they must do so. They have 
we are tinkering with this question; that we are not acting l opposed a constitutional amendment making such a tax possible, 
in good faith; that we resort to subterfuges, deception, and and why should they not vote against an income-tax law? The 
fraud; and you assume to tell us how to do that which you fact that the people have demanded it, ham ratified the con
failed to do. [Applause on the Democratic side.] stitutional amendment, and elected to power a party which 

I want to call your attention to another thing in your plat- stands pledged to it, ought not to deter a party which has 
form. Here is the justification and excuse for the whole pro- defied public sentiment and yielded to the demands of the 
t.ective policy. Listen: selfish interests so long. I am surprised, however, that mem-

The protective tariff is so woven into the fabric of our industrial bers of the Progressive Party on this floor intend to vote against 
life that to substitute for it a tariff for revenue only would destroy this bill. But I find that their consistency is- not greater than 
many industries. that of their chieftain; and who will be heard to say that Iloose

Now, there is the keynote, there is the whole argument in a 
nutshell that our friends resort to in defense of the protective 
tariff system; because they say by maintaining it so long, by 
giving artificial support for so many years to the various pro
te:!ted industries, these industries instead - of becoming self-

vel t knows the meaning of the term? 
And I want to say a word to our Progressive friends as to 

their defense of Roosevelt to-day. It was amusing to hear it 
said that Roosevelt was a great trust buster, and an editorial 
was read in which it was proclaimed what he at one time 
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intended to do. Rooseveltian like, it w.a-s full of threats of what 
he was going to do, and I was inclined to ask the gentleman 
whether it was :all ·bluff or whethe1· he really meant it. 

I have an authority from which I desire to read a few words 
in regard to the Roosevelt administration as a trust ·buster. It 
is eminent Progressi\Te authority, and you will probably recog
nize the author when I read the language. 

In the Senate of the United States, August 16, 1912, Mr. 
LA FOLLETTE, of Wis.eonsin, a Republican Progressive, said: 

On the day that Theodore Roose>elt was made President of the 
United States there were 149 trusts and combinations in the UnitPd 
States. When he turned this Governm1!nt over to William H. Taft 
there were l0.020. 

When Theodore Rooseveit entei·ed tbe White Hom;e the trusts and 
combinations had a capitalization of $3,784,000,000. On the day that 
he turned the administration over to Taft it was $31,672,000,000, about. 
More than 70 per cent of it was watered. Its power has grown and 
is Bpreading. 

The nUIDber of trusts and monopolies is multiplying. There has b~en 
no diminishing undei; the present administration. The present adminis
tration has sought to apply more vigorously than any administration 
that preceded the Sherman antitrust law. But the time to apply the 
law effectivP.ly was when the gigantic trusts and monopolies were in 
their infancy. 

I do not believe the man who was Pre1dd'ent of the United States for 
seven years while the greatest trust growth in this country occurred, 
at the very time of all times in the histor·y of the Sherman law when 
H could ha~ been made productive in destroying trust organization, 
that destroys competition and places the American people in the 
powers of the .combinations-I do not believe that the man wb-0 was 
President during that time is the man to find the way out now. 

I have not heard from any source these .figures questioned., 
although they were extensively used during last campaign. 
It was, however. contended by the Republicans that many 
unsuccessful suits ngainst the trusts had been prosecuted. 

It is a lamentable fact that with Taft the President but few 
months ago hardly a voice is heard on his side of the House in 
defense of him, or in defense of his administration, or in de
fense of his tariff policies. Bolder and more courageous are -0ur 
Progressive friends; th-ey do come :to the rescue of &ose>elt; 
and they do eome here and defend his policies and show what 
he threatened to do. although they fail to show what he 
accom pl i 8h-ed. 

Mr. BRYAN. Will the gentleman yield? What book is he 
reading from? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. From Democratic authority-the best in 
the world. 

l\Ir. DRYAN. Does it contain anything showing the trusts 
that Gro>er .Clev.eland broke ap while he was in power for eight 
years? [Laughter on the Republican side.] 

l\Ir. WILLIAMS. I assume that there is nothing in the cam
pni~ book of 1912 relating to 1\fr. Cleveland's administration, 
but I also -assume tha t the trusts were then in their mere in
fancy and hardly ~recognized as a menace to the country. These 
things have come in the last 16 years, and during the 7i years 
of Hoo evelt's administration they climbed from 149 to 10,020. 
How many there l\Yere when Cleveland was President I can not 
say, but the number wa-s less than 149. If you want to g-0 into 

· ancient history we would be glad to have you, but I want to 
say to you that it was the Republican Party, it was your Bd
rninistrntion of a1fo.i rs under President Harrison that precipi
tated this country into the worst panic known for 50 years. 
[Applause -0n the Democratic side.] I want to say more, that 
e>ery panic we ha>e had in this country for over '50 years has 
come unde1· a Republican ad.ministration and under Republican 
protective tariff laws. The panic of 1873 was when President 
Grant was in the chair and you had a high protective tariff. 
"Ibe panic of 1883 came under a Republican administration and 
a Republican tariff law. Aye, gentlemen, the panic of 1891-1893 
came under the McKinley 'bill ·~nd wbile it was in full -0peration. 

The Democratic Party has been accused of responsibility for 
the hard times during tl;le Cleveland administration, but every 
inte11i~ent man knows, and e>ery fair-minded man will admit, 
tbe pnnic tben prevailing was the result of the policies of the 
pre>fous administration. The Homestead riots occurred prior 
to the election of 1892, and were an issue in that campaiO'n. 
Strikes, lockouts, rlot, and bloodshed were the order of the day 
for a period of 18 months before Cleveland's inauguration. The 
necessity for the issuing of bohds to meet the deficiency in the 
reYenues which arose under the Harrison adminh::tration was 
apparent many months before the election of 1892 and the 
plates prepared for the printing of bonds while Mr. Harrison 
yet remained in the presidential chair. 

And let me say to my Progessiv-e friends that the panic of 
1907, without apparent cause, when conditions were neyer more 
pr-0sperous, came under a Republican tariff law and a Repub
lican administration while Th-eodo1·e Roosevelt was adminis-

tering tbe affairs of the country. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] 

Mr. McKENZIE. l\fr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
M'r. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. McKENZIE. Will the gentleman tell us something about 

the panic of 1837'? He surely does not blame that on the Re
publican Party. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That was some time before my day. 
Mr. SLOAN. {)h, we do not blame you for it. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman relieve me from any blame 

er respons1bility for it, but I -:wm say that it is not traceable to 
the Democratic policy of a tariff for revenue only. If we had 
a panic then, as the gentleman seems to imply, it was th-e r"0 ult 
of throttling the United States Bank, and was precipitated by 
an attempt -0n the part of the money power to resent jnter
ference with their pet institution, and it was in no wise trace
.able to the tariff question. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

l\Ir. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. SAMUEL W. S:MI'tll. I would like, for information, to 

ha Ye the gentleman's explanation of Pre ident Buchanan's aw
ful indictment against his party in 18GO as the result of the 
ta1·iff act in 1857. 

l\fr. WILLIAMS. Well, whlle I was born that year, I hope 
the gentleman will attach no blame to me. 

1\Ir. SAMUEL W. Sl\fITH. The gentleman said he was will
ing to go back into history. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The history that the gentleman fMr. 
BRYAN] and I were discussing was the history as recent .as fr. 
Cleveland's d.ays. I do not recall that Ir. Buchanan criticized 
the Democratic P.arty or its ta.riff policies, but I do recall the 
fact that he turned the power of bis administration .against the 
best Democrat -0f his day, .and was one of the men responsible 
for the disruption of the Democratic Pnrty. I know that. 

Mr. FORDNEY. He did a good thing. 
Mr. WILLIAl\IS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman f_rom Mkhi

gan says that Mr. Buchanan did a good thing. I might retort 
by saying that Mr. Roosevelt did a good thing when last yea1· 
he disrupted the Republican Party. {Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] But I di not come here in the discu sion of this 
bill to criticize our ProgressiYe friends. I would rather praise 
the bridg.e that carried us safely over. 

l\Ir. CAMPBELL. Sure you do. 
l\fr. WILLIAAS. And I leaYe it with you gentlemen to settle 

your differen<'es in your own party. l\Iy time is fast expiring, 
and in c-0nclusion I reiterate that I challenge gentlemen upon 
the Republican side of the Chamber in any reply they make 
to point to a panic 1n all the history of this country, whether it 
he the the panic of 1837, the panic of 1857, OT any other tha . is 
trace.able to Democratic ref-0rm polieies. I as ert on the other 
hand, as I Eaid before, that eYery panic that has occurred in 
this country since the adTeut of tlle Republican Party to 
power h.as been directly traceable to Republican rule and Re
publican policies. Will gentlemen challenge that proposition? 

I wish to ay in conclusion that the gentlemen upon the 
other side of this House who come here ann predict finaucial 
disnster, business dep1·e 'ion, and panic as the re ult of this 
measure if it shall become a l:nv do not come here as patriotic 
c.itizens and make such predictions in good faith. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.l You are so driven by neces ity for 
som.e means by which to put new life in your party, hoping that 
future -Olsaster mny follow from some cause-tnriff legislation 
or other-that you are willing here to threaten business. to 
disturb business industry, by making declarations and thr at.s 
upon the floor of this Honse which are more calculated to br ed 
a panic than are all of the tariff bills that could be enacted. 
Panics are the result of mental conditions--of a scare-and :vet 
you gentlemen come here and you publish to the world that a 
panic will follow the enactment <>f this bill into law; and I say 
to iYOU that when you do that, when you purpo ely and deliber
ately frighten business, you are not sincere; you are not acting 
in good f.aith; but for party gain would frighten the country 
into a panic, and when you do tha.t you are not actinO' the part 
of patriotic .American citizens. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

l\fr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wa hington. l\Ir. Chairman, I am glad of 
an opportunity to express my appreciation of tbe remarks of 
the mngn-etic l\Iember from Mississippi {Mr. S1s ON]. I wish 
to indorse many of bis statements in regard to the alien owner
ship of land and to call the attention of the Democratic ma-



-, :;._ --'- ---:". -.- --

1913. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE; 709 
jo1·ity to the fact that all of his statements apply with great 
foree to the situation that con!n:mts us with the passage of the 
Underwood free-trade bill. 

If the United States yields to Japan
Says Mr. S1ssoN-

it wm have to yleld to China, and China will have the right to send 
her hordes into this country. They will force the wage earner and the 
farmer out. 

A Chinaman can live on what a farmer throws away-'-
declares the gentleman from Missi.ssippL 

Now, Mr. <;hrurman~ I want Mr. S1ssoN and every Democrat 
in this Honse to know that Chinese immigrants are and have 
been for some time pouring into. British Columbia a thousand a 
month. Not many, you of the East think; but too many for our 
spa rsely settled West. Until now a protective-tariff wall has 
kept our people of the great Pacific Northwest from too close 
competition with these oriental offscourings. The Underwood 
free-trade bill tears down the tariff wall. From now on we 
of the West must compete with the Chinese and the Japanese. 
Not alone in the lumber and shingle industry-our mills versus 
the mills of British Columbia-but this counh·y will receive its 
shoes from Japan, made by women who earn 9 cents a day~ and 
china ware and notions will come in; yes, cotton goods, prints, 
and all other articles that we have taught these people to make
and sold them the machinery with which to work. 

I know that the gentleman from Mississippi will agree with 
me in the statement that with the 50-cent tariff stricken from 
shingles the Chinese now pouring into British Columbia might 
just as well be located in the State of Washington. Do you 
wonder that the people of California oppose the Japanese owner
ship of land in that State? Our western gardeners freely 
acknowledge that they can not compete with the Japanese gar
deners, and I ask you in all fairness, What chance has a good 
well-paid Northwestern shingle weaver to compete against the 
cheap coolie or the low-ca.st Hindu from India? Remember 
that there are 900,000,QOO of them. We of the Pacific coast 
know what this means. . 

I hope and pray that this free-trade bill now under considera
tion wilJ not put the laborer of our Southern States in extensive 
competition with the peons of :Mexico and the half-breeds of 
Brazil. 

You strike off our protective tariff on lumber and shingles. 
How long mnst we wait for you to lift the embargo against 
foreign ships? 

That embargo is for the b.enfit of American shipbuilders and 
American sailors. Why protect them if you will not protect our 
manufacturers and workers? 

After a few weeks: the red cedar shingles. made by coolies in 
British Columbia will travel around the coast in the ships of 
foreign countries, manned by sailors at $10 a month. who are 
fed by cooks who receive $15 a month, and sell in any market 
against our· American shingles, made- by full-fledged, red-blooded 
men whose battle cry is " a fair day's wage for a full day's 
labor." These handicapped shingles will be transported in our 
little fleet of American ships, paying sailors and cooks $50 and 
$60 a month, and no protective. tariff to help either the manu
facturer or the wage earner. 

Already three gigantic companies are forming-two in Wash
ington State and one in Oregon-to extend the lumber industry 
in British Columbia. One, with headquarters at Bellingham, is 
actually in the field with a capital of three and a half million 
dollars.. This company 1:ias leased British Columbia Crown 
lands for 20 years at 5-0 cents a. thousand feet stumpage, pay
able when the timber is cut, and a light annual tax. This 
tract contains fifteen hundred million feet of timber, and that 
timber will be cut and sold against our timber that has been 
paid for at an average price of $2.50 a thousand stumpage and 
which must pay heavy taxes and interest every year until cut. 

Now, then. notice what we are already up against: 
(1) 01·iental labor. 
(2) Inability to use foreign-built ships for coastwise trade. 
(3) American-owned timberland paying taxes~ as against 

Crown land leases of British Columbia. 
And now, to cap the climax, you, willy-nilly, strike off the 

little protection we have had and make, as a fourth obstacle 
absolute free trade in the lumber industry. Perhaps lumber: 
can stand it; but 30,000 shingle weavers and knee-bolters will 
be idle in the State of Washington within 90 days after the 
passage of this bilL 

Do you wonder that Democrats, Republicans, Progressi>es, 
and an the people of the Northwest are up in arms? What 
applies to lumber applies to flour, except in that case you have 
added insult to injury by letting flour in free and putting a 10-
cent tax on wheat. 

I wish that opportunities had been given for -hearings witb 
regard to a tariff on shingles. The people of the Northwest 
would have accepted a sliding scale downward. stopping some
where near the 30-cent figure of the old Wilson bill. 

But we have had no hearings and must sit: supinely by while 
the majority throws our markets open to the very workmen in 
other countries whose. coming to the United States in recent 
years amounts almost to a great immigrant invasion. · 

Wbat difference does it make whether you let the Japanese 
the Chinese, the Hindu, the Greek, a:nd the Turk mnke his good~ 
for us at home and ship them here free, or whether you let him 
and all of his relatives.pour in 6,000 a day to cnt the throats 
with those now here for jobs in the cotton mills the woolen 
mills? ' 

In my opinion, a thousand Cll:mese a month pouring into 
spar sely settled British Columbia to cut timber and saw lumber 
to compete with the products of our sturdy men of the woods 
is fully as bad as the present inpouring of 6,000 immigrants 
per day into thickly settled New York. 

I hope that the United States will soon i·eturn to a tariff 
wall-a reasonable, rational, expert tariff wall-high enough 
to guarantee protection, and then I hope that we- wiU reenforce 
that wall with another protective wall against undesirable im
rnigra tion. 

With the first wall you protect the man who invests his capi
ta], makes the goods, or grows the product~ and provides the 
American standard of living. ·With the other wan~ you protect 
the man who is on the job-you take care of the foreigners who 
are here, and you cut down the influx of undesirables from the 
south of Europe, against whom we have" ronserved" all that 
we used to offer freely to the people from the north of Europe. 

Why are we surprised that they begin to bate this country 
before they ean find any reason to love it? Is it any wonder 
that these serf-born hordes quickly become the dupes and 
disciples of such vicious agitators as Bill Haywood and his 
platform of the Industrial Workers of the World-"·no concern 
as to questions of right and wrong; no terms: with employers· 
destruction and bloody revolution"? It will take not only ou; 
ta.riff wall and an immigration wall. but a penitentiary wall to 
stop this kind of treason. 

Why are we surprised? How can we be surprised at the red.
flag movement when Vice President :Marshall, in an address at 
New York, undertakes- to warn the rich. and only succeeds in 
striking a note that gives the Socialists more sympathy than 
they have had since their prophet "Old H&ss • Wayland', of the 
Appeal to Reason, ran afoul of the Mann law and eommittecl 
suicide, and more good cheer than they ever enjoyed since their 
disciple, Victor Berger, left Congress and ex-pa tria ted himself in 
their eyes by purchasing an upholstered mahogany-finished 
motor boat. 

Roosevelt did not stand at Armageddon. He stood at Chicago 
and preached near-socialism, almost revolution, contempt for 
law, and doctrines that lead to destruction. 

Haywood waves the red flag at Paterson, N. J., and preaches 
anarchy and sabotnge, Ettor advises the striking waiters to 
poison the food of the rich. l\fr. KELLY of Pennsylvania wunts 
pensions for everybody. All are preaching the universal broth
erhood of man! All have different motives. In trying to save 
the country they are doing much to destroy it. They are teach
ing employees to actually hate those who employ them. They 
seem to have forgotten that the unh-ersaJ brotherhood must 
include the 9()0,000,000 people of China, Japan, and' India. In 
this great progressive wave, will these seething hordes come up 
to our level or will our 100,000,000 drop to theirs, and when? 

My friend, l\Ir. SissoN, of Mississippi, sees the pern, as his ad
dress of this forenoon clearly shows. He speaks his convictions 
but I dare, in my weak and humble way, to warn not only th~ 
gentleman from Mississippi, but the honorable the Vice Presi
dent of the United States and the honorable the President o! 
the United States-who by coming on this floor- bas. expressed 
a desire to take part in this debate-that every time an indus
try of this country is slaughtered or an American citizen is 
made to compete with a 9-cent Japanese, that sad day is 
hastened, for, my friends, the great international brotherhood 
with its international red flag, with its fatherless and church
less children, with its collectiveism and its 57 varieties of im
possible dreams. wm drag us down ten thousand degrees before 
it can lift us one tittle~ For your attention, I thank you, gen
tlemen. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. GARDNER. 1\Ir-. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. l\Ir. Chairman, I haTe been -
as a new l\Iember very much interested in watclling the course 

. 
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of legislation with reference to this great subject of revenue and 
tariff. I have learned much since I came to Congress. Much 
about legislation and its methods and very much more about 
the great diversity of opinion that seems to exist in the minds 
of so many people concerning this subject. To me, born and 
raised in the city of Philadelphia, with all its traditions of 
protection, its great manufacturing industries, it is indeed a 
revelation; but, believing as I do most firmly, as a matter of 
conyiction and duty, based upon somewhat of a study of this 
question before coming here, that protection is a great national 
policy and not a local issue, but applied locally wherever needed 
to develop the industries of my country, I accept of the courtesy 
extended to me of making a few remalks on this occasion and 
Yoicing my protest against this bill, which I consider to be 
unequal and unjust, and, also, against the circumstances at
tending upon its conception· and passage. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Arguments have been advanced here, in favor of and against 
this measure, by older men in the art of legislation and the 
science of government, to whom I have cheerfully given priority, 
because I am a new Member. From the surrounding cir
cumstances I do not believe, however, that these arguments 
will change a single vote in this House. Nevertheless, they will 
go into the legislative record and be scattered, in many in
stances, among the people, where they will, I hope, bave an 
elucidating and educative effect. This, however, may be only 
indulging a pleasing hope, but, .after all, the citizens of the 
country will learn more from the object lessons of the tariff 
than in any other way. Experience is sometimes a costly 
teacher, but usually an effective one. I pray that the prophecy 
of the advocates of this measure may be found to be faith
ful prophecy, and born of wisdom, and not of a blind policy. 
As a patriot, burying my party zeal, I devoutly desire this 
result. I hope I may be disappointed in my own views as to its 
effects. For the good of my country and the welfare of the 
people I hope this may be true. But, alas! I can only see loss 
and suffering in tbe future as the logical result of the enactment 
of this tariff bill into a law of the land. 

Protection is too old to need to-day any demonstration of its 
yalue in speech or argument. This exists in the history of the 
country. Where no industries existed before, or feeble ones 
struggled for life, new ones have been developed and the weak 
ones have grown strong. The benefits have not been confined 
to the industry protected, but have been felt all about it. You 
can not create or foster one without incidentally benefiting 
every part of the business life of the Nation. Drop a stone into 
a lake, and philosophers tell us every atom of water in the lake 
will feel the effect of the plunge. You can not lay your band 
upon a single industry, either to foster or destroy it, but what 
the whole commercial life will feel the effect. As an illustra
tion, What industry in steel rails had we in this country before 
the tariff of 1861 became a law? Through that and subsequent 
legislation the great furnaces, rolling mills, and plants grew up. 
With them came employment for tens of thousands of men, and 
the building of a multitude of homes, with large additions of 
families and citizens in many communities, all of which in turn 
gave work in collateral occupations to artisans and mechanics 
without number, besides creating a market for the products of 
the grocer, the tailor, the butcher, the baker, and a host of other 
persons engaged in commerce. It also gave a Yaluable home 
market to the · farmer for his products. These benefits can 
not be denied. While protected from outside attack by the 
tariff, competition grew at home, until the price of steel rails 
fell to a marvelously low rate. The inventive genius of our 
people created new conditions, facilitating the making of steel 
and promoting the development of the industry to the highest 
degree of efficiency. The continent was girdled with rails of 
home manufacture. Every thoughtful America.n must recognize 
the wonderful development of our country under protection. 
The resources of the country have been utilized as they could 
not haYe been without it. -

It is true that with this ruighty and phenomenal growth there 
has arisen great corporations in various lines, controlling vast 
aggregations of capital. The enemies of protection point to the 
so-called "trusts" or "monopolies" and cry out, "These are 
the evil results of protection." Now, great corporations are not 
the children solely of the tariff, they are the natural evolution 
of busine$s which has gone through the various stages from 
the single indfridual in business to the· firm, the limited part
nership, . the corporation, and, final1y, the consolidation of cor-
porations or the trust. · 

• . But this e>olution is not in its results wholJy an e>iJ. With
out these great aggregations · of capital" some of the greatest 
ac.tiie•ements of t~e past century could not have been attaiued. 

If they" created monopolies, destroying the wholesome home 
competition, then the remedy is not in destroying the system of 
tariff protection, but in controlling and regulating these great 
organizations. Germany has wisely set the world an example 
in this respect. History in recent years has shown that the 
strongest of these outgrowths must bow in submission to the 
strong arm of the Government, which is the people in action. 
Let us regulate and not destroy. Besides, there are a host of 
industries. healthy and legitimate, that do not fall into this 
class and need no condemnation. Do not wipe them out and 
take a way the employment of a multitude of our ttitizens. 

Our work people arc better fed, hetter clothed, and better 
housed than the work people of any other nation in the world. 
'l'hat is why thousands of workmen annually seek our shores to 
enjoy a part of our prosperity. 

To continue this state of affairs we must have a protection 
that will at least equalize the difference between wages at home 
and abroad. To create competitiYe conditions is the objective 
in the minds of the authors of the present bill. Foreign manu
facturers, with the decided advantage of cheap European and 
Asiatic labor, are to be permitted to compete for our home 
market with our manufacturers and our higher wages. Healthy 
home competition is wholesome, but such an unequal commercial 
conflict could only be destructive. The tax levied must be suffi
cient to accomplish the purpose, being neither too high nor too 
low, and when no longer needed should be repealed. 

It is no argument to say that the workmen of America 
through organization have secured the rate of wages ·they now 
enjoy, and that therefore they owe nothing to the tariff. 
Organization has been an effective weapon in their hands. It 
is a needed one to enable them to resist the selfishness of men 
who would grind them down to the last farthing. But of what 
avail would organization be if there were no employment? 
The tariff has multiplied the opportunities for employment anti. 
thus made their efforts effective. Every reduction in the tariff 
that curtails home manufacture takes •so much of the oppor
tunity of the workingman away from this counh·y and gives 
it to the men of other countries. He is worse than an infidel 
who does not take care of his own household. 

This present tariff will curtail manufactures here; it will 
drive some of our people out of business and leave many men 
without work, and, in my judgment, create dish'ess and suffer
ing. The responsibility for this will rest upon the Democratic 
Party. I hope it may not be so, but I fear the worst A bushel 
of letters giving instances have been received by me, of which, 
if the half be true, the outlook is dark indeed. 

The tariff is not a trust creator, for trusts have grown up in 
products not protected, and exist in free-trade England. 

In connection with this bill I deplore the transgression of 
the fundamental division of our Government into three parts
legislative, executive, and judicial. .A.n Executive ti.as dictated 
this tariff and is using his influence to make it a law. The 
law itself was framed in secret and is being driven through 
this House under the lash of party caucus. 

No amendment is to be aUowed, and the minority is helpless. 
Debate in the Hou8e has lost its usefulness: it really is no 
longer needed. A great question which should be treated in a 
nonpartisan way is made the football of politics. There is no 
more vital question than this to engage our attention, yet the 
uselessness of argument or appeal is so apparent that, even if the 
division of time had permitted, I would have refrained from 
attempting it on the floor of this House. In addition, the quota
tions of 8tatist.ics and the marshaling of facts to a new Mem
ber is attended with so much uncertainty and doubt that one 
sits perplexed in the presence of older Members whose quota
tions and statements, though made by experienced gentlemen, 
contain the most startling contradictions. These considerations 
ha Ye led me to regard the policy so often declared by our late 
Presillent, Mr. 'l'aft, as the only wise and practical one, viz, to 
establish a nonpartisan tariff commission, whose duty it shall 
be to gather-and keep gathering-information and make ftud
ings of facts whicb woulu be regarded as authoritative, and thus 
enable legislation to be formulated upon a reliable basis. This 
commission is the crying-out need of the hour. 

No sane man can doubt the benefits flowing from protection 
as established in our history. No one can doubt that the wise 
treatment of any evils which have grown up incidentally is to 
eradicate those evils, and not deliyer over our magnificeut and 
unequaled home market to others. If a garden of beautiful 
flowers bas been produced by protecting care, and some weeds 
appear among the flowers, uo not enter with a scythe and mow 
the whole garden, b'ut carefully eradicate the "\\eeds and saye 
the flowers. 
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The policy of protection is fully capable of vindication. ID 

the light of history and the irrefutable logic of facts it needs 
no defense. The one great need is to have the protective policy 
administered wisely and scientifically ·and as soon as possible 
upon findings of fact found by a tariff commission. A pro
tective duty should be laid that will preserve the great Amer
ican market for our own use, and in so doing multiply the op-

. portunities for work for all our people by preserving and retain
ing our manufactures within our own borders. To try and 
obtain cheaper products for our people will avail but little if 
the avenues of employment are lessened, the ability to earn 
the money to buy is removed, and the closed factory and open 
soup house beconie the substitutes for the hum of prosperous 
industries and the well-filled dinner pail. 

My own State, I fear, will suffer greatly by the passage of 
this law, with its unscientific, unequal, and unjust provisions. 
The great manufacturing industries of my native city will be. 
greatly harmed, and therefore I shall vote against this bill. 

.l\lr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [1\Ir. 1\IOTT]. 
Mr~ MOTT. Mr. Chairman, if business in general is adversely 

influenced by this tariff mea sure, then every legitimate industry 
will suffer. A receiver in ban1.~·uptcy may have a great deal 
more to do, and possibly accumulate much more in fees with
out really improving his condition. But if anyone profits it 
will be such a person, and perliaps pawnbrokers and others 
whose fi1Jancial success depends on the los es suffered by the 
great majority. The farmers in my district will be greatly in
jured. Manufacturers will ~uffer in like manner. Merrhants 
can not prosper when their customers are losing, and that the 
workmen will endure great hardship is self-evident. Profes
sional men can not evade their share of the general loss. 

We knuw from sad experience what followed the last Demo
cratie attempt to enforce fl'ee-h·ade theories, when 3,000,000 

· persons were thrown out of employment and distress prevailed 
on all sides. What reason is there now to look for any differ
ent result? This is a much worse measure than was the Wilson 
Jaw under tbe Cleveland administration. It makes greater re
ductions in duties and places many finished products on the 
free list, while imposing dutie~ on the raw materials necessary 
to produce them, thus discriminating against American workmen 
and manufacturers. The highest value of imports for a fiscal 
year under the Wilson law was $86,000,000 less than those 
under a Republican law in force six years earlier. In no year 
of the Wilson lnw were the imports nearly as great as under 
the M<'Kinley law. and yet rates were greatly reduced. The 
reason for that decline in imports was the distress brought 
upon the Nation by throwing millions of workmen out of em-· 

_ pl9yment and making it impossible to produce many articles 
in competition with those imported. While they could be 
brought into the conntry at less cost than they could be pro
duced here, they could not be sold to the same extent as under 
the McKinley law, because the people did not have the money to 
pay for them. The r~venue from imports was so small that the 
Government had to issue bonds to pay current expenses. 

PROSPERITY CHA,,~GED TO ADVERSITY. 

Although the McKinley law was not long in _force, great pros
perity prevailed. In the same way great advancement has fol
lowed under the existing law. The Nation never before made 
such progress. There are defects in the law, and there always 
will be defects in any tariff law, because they are necessarily 
compromises. But the prosperity that prevails under a tariff 
law is the test of its efficiency, and the Payne law wen stands 
that test. It is to be ·superseded by this monstrous free-trade 
l!onception, and already business begins .to suffer. The prices of 
securities have been declining since the Democratic Party, by 
division in the Republican ranks, managed to get control of the 
Government. That party lacked 2,000,000 votes of a majority. 
But it is in control and will carry out its free-trade policy. 
Business is halting in fear of the results. Manufacturers 
should, at least, be allowed time to prepare for such a change. 
l\Iany of them must produce goods far in advance for future 
delivery. Take the woolen mills as an illustration. They must 
purchase raw material at present rates, and manufacture it for 
sale next autumn and winter. There is no escape from that 
unless they close their' mills and throw their workmen out of 
employment. But it is proposed by this bill to abolish the 
duties on the raw material and reduce the rates on fine goods 
two-thirds. What, then, is to become of the manufacturer with 
his goods on hand, on which he had to pay duties for his raw 
material? Embarrassment and undeserved loss must neces
sarily follow. These 11roducers were assured by the President 
arid tlle Democratic Party that no injury would be done to any 
legitimate American business. .And yet this vast loss will be 

inflicted on them without excuse. They are refused any time 
to use up their material on hand and get ready for the slaughter 1 

~ra~ • 
DIFFEllE:N'T TREA.TM~ OF SUGAR PRODUCERS. 

The Louisiana sugar producers, however, are given three 
years to prepare for free sugar. Germany and France, in their 
last tariff revisions, gave their manufacturers a year to get ready: 
for the change. The Republicans have never made a. dis~ 
astrous alteration in rates that required long notice to produce1;s 
to save them from calamitous results. But the free traders 
refuse t0 listen to the just request of these men for time to 
prepare for this sweeping change. NecessariJy they must cur
tail their output as much as possible. At a. meeting of the 
manufacturers in Philadelphia on Thursday night it was stated 
that many industrial establishments were producing less than 
50 per cent of their normal output, which will give some idea 
of what this legislation means. It would be only a matter of 
ordinary justice to allow time for manufacturers to dispose of 
goods now on hand and in ·process of manufacture before com
pelling them to meet the competition of similar products which 
have the advantage of cheaper raw material and wages less 
than one-half those paid in this country. It is a denial of 
justice not to do so and a direct violation of the campaign 
promises made by the President and other Democratic leaders 
in the last canvass. . 

The sacrifice of the interests of the farmers in this tariff 
measure is not matched anywhere outside of free-trade Eng
land, in which country, notwithstanding the necessity of im
porting the largest percentage of its food supplies, several 
million acres of land have ceased to be cultivated in recent 
years, and the number of persons employed in agricnlture is 
much less than was the case over half a century ago under pro
tection. The Democrats are preparing the same kind of a. bed 
for the American ·farmers to lie on. The Hon. William R. 
Hearst, an eminent Democrat, tl}.ough he bas cattle ranches in 
Mexico, is opposed to admitting beef free from countries that 
impose taxes on American beef and other products; and in the 
same way. though a large purchaser of white paper, he is op
·posed to admitting such paper free from Canada and else
where whiJe those countries impose duties on American paper. 
Mr. Hearst believes in honest reciprocity and not in the hum
bug variety contained in the Underwood tariff bill. 

SEEKING TO DECEIVE THE FARMERS. 

This bill admits flour free of duty and bran and wheat screen
ings, but it puts a duty of 10 cents a bushel on wheat, though 
it allows a drawback of the duty if used to make flour for 
export. This is a pretense of protecting wheat to the extent of 
10 cents a bushel, but it is a transparent humbug. If tlour can 
come in free, there will be no need to send wheat here. l\fr. 
Fisher, the former secretary of agriculture in Canada. estimates 
that if a market is found for its wheat that country will soon 
produce l ,000,000,000 bushels. It has been developed: rapidly with 
immigrants from the United States and elsewhere. The market 
that it needs is given to it by the Underwood tariff bill without 
any return. The average normal price of wheat in Winnipeg 
is 10 cents a bushel less than in Minneapolis, and the wheat is 
of the best variety. Transportation rates are as low as on thls 
side. The greater part of the wheat produced in the Up.ited 
States is less acceptable to the miJlers than the hard wheat pro
duced in Canada, and anyone can see the detrimental effect on 
the -farmers of this provision to admit Canadian flour without 
any return. Canada can remove her duty on American flour 
without fear that any will be exported to that country. Ar
gentina and other countries will be helped by this provision. 
Canadian land iil the northwest yields an average of 4 bushels 
more an acre than is harvested in Minnesota and the Dakotas. 
:Ko country in the world now admits flour free and imposes a 
duty on wheat. The United States produces some 621,000,000 
bushels of wheat which will suffer as a result of this unfair 
legislation. 

KILLIN'G BEET SUGAB TO HELP THE Til UST. 

If protection were not removed from beet sugar this country 
would soon enormously increase its production of whent and other 
farm products. The cultivation of sugar beets in Germany has 
so added to the productivity of the soil as to increase the yield 
of five other ·crops to the value of $900,000,000 a year withOut 
increasing the acreage. A similar increase here would add 
$1,400,000,000 a year t~ the value of those crops, or four times 
the total vnlue of our ~ntire sugar consumption at 5 cents a 
pound. When they began to produce beet sugar in Germany the 
soil was not as productive as that of ti.le United States is to-day. 
But under the influence of the sugar-beet culture Germany now 
produces 30 bushels of wheat to the acre to our 15, t>9 bushels 
of oats to our 30, 208 bushels of potatoes to om· -106, 39 bushels 
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.of barley to our 24, and 29 bushels of rye to our 16 bnshe1s. 
. Throughout the beet-sugar countries of Europe, Germany's ex
perience has been duplicated. 

The same thing is taking place here, and only time is required 
to produce the samEY results. A farm at Chaska, Minn., alter

~ nated ·with beet culture, produced an ay-erage of 32 bushels of 
wheat to the acre, 'While The average wheat yield in that State 
in that year was 13.4 bushels. There is abundant evidence of 

. the great value of the beet-sugar industry, aside from its sav-
ing of over $100.000,000 a year sent abroad to pay for sugar. 
Its production bas increased 1,800 per cent in 13 years despite 
the Cuban reciprocity. and the increase in the production of 
cane 'sugar in Porto Rico, Hawaii, and the Philippine Islands. 
Sugar is lower now than at any time in many years. Why, then, 
abolish the duty so) as to admit free the product of the half
civilized labor of Java and other countries which buy nothing 
of us in return? The answer is found in the requirements of 
the Sugar Trust and the refiners found guilty of defrauding the 
Government of millions of dollars. ~he beet sugar, while on the 
market, forces down the price of the refined cane sugar, hence 
the trust and its associate · refiners have been expending large 
sums in conducting an agitation for the removal of the duty 
on raw sugar, so as to kill the beet industry. The Democratic 
·Party succumbs to :rust influences. We have more soil suitable 
·to the production of 'beets than any other nation, and yet our 
farmers are not to be permitted to carry on the industry at a 
profit, because the cane-sugar refiners object. 

ll'ARM PRODUCTS ADMITTED FREE. 

Not only is the farmer discriminated against by the admis
sion of flour free of duty, but many of his products are put 
on the free list for the benefit of Canada, Mexico, and other 
.countries. Among such products are broom corn, buckwhea t 
and buckwheat flour, corn, corn meal, flax straw, berries, lard, 
:meats of all kinds, including fresh beef, veal, mutton, lamb, 
pork, bacon, and hams; milk and cream, including preserved or 
condensed milk; potatoes, rye, 'and rye flour; skins of goats anO. 
sheep; swine, tallow, flour, and semolina. A duty of 10 cent~ 
a bushel is imposed on oats, which are produced to a large ex
tent in this country, but oatmeal, rolled oats, and oat hulls are 
\ldmitted free. The largest manufacturer of rolled oats and 
oatmeal in the United States, and said to be the largest in the 
world, bas two mills in Canada and will be greatly benefited 
by this provision for the free admission of his products. The_n 
there is an oatmeal trust in Canada, controlling about a dozen 
mills, ~hich will also have the ady-antage of our market. Oats 
are produced to a large extent in Canada and are cheaper 

· there than in the United States. It takes 10 bushels to make a 
J:>arrel of rolled oats or oatmeal, and with those articles on the 
free list, with a duty on oats, the American manufacturers are 
discriminated against. 

Hay is made dutiable at $2 a ton, a reduction of 50 per cent, 
though nearly 700,000 tons of it were imported last year. It 
certainly looks as though that was competition enough, but the 
estimate is that 1,200,000 tons will be imported neit year. 
Canada imposes a duty of 12! cents a bushel on apples, but 
the Democrats are to admit Canadian apples at 10 cents a 
bushel. Canada has been exporting, in one form or another 
some 8,000,000 bushels of apples. With a 10-cent rate, they will 
send• their apples to the United States, as they will have 
easy transportation facilities and are Jess troubled with fungus 
and insect pests than are the growers farther south. 

Rye is dutiable, bu t rye flour is free. There appears to" have 
been a great Jack of regard for the interests of producers, even 
from a free-trade point of view, in drafting the bill. The 
duty on burlap bags and cloth is the same. No burlap is made 
in this country, and imposing the same duty on the raw 
material as on the finished article necessarily prevents its 
manufac ture in this country. Burlap bran bags to millers and 
wheat sacks to farmers will be increased greatly in price, as 
the result of the change in this bill, but covering for cotton is 
free. Burlap is used to make floor cloth, and putting a duty 
on the .raw ma terial and reducing the duty on the floor cloth 
ever one-half will necessarily prevent its production in this 
country. 

HOW A TEXAS PRODUCT IS PROTECTED. 

Wool is put on the free list, but the hair of the Angora goat 
is made dutiable at 20 per cent. They have always heretofore 
been included in the same paragrnpb. Xbere are 600,000 wool
growers in the United States and perhaps half a dozen persons 
rearing Angora ·goats for the hair on them, but the 600.000 
woolgrowers are robbed of a11 protection, while the few men in 
Texas owning Angora goa ls are protected. In the same way 
yarns of wool are made dutiable at 20 per cent, while yaro::'1 of 
goats' hair are made_ dutinble at 30 per cent. Chairman Unqer
wood l.u1s stated that molmir made from the hair of Angora 

goats is fast becoming . a ·necessity, and yet his commit tee 
imposes this duty on that m·oduct, while putting wool on th 
free list. Peanuts are made dutiable with only a reduction of 
one-eighth of a cent a pound, . and on shelled peanuts a reduc
tion of one-fourth of a cent a pound. But peanut are gro"\\n 
in the South, while corn, buckwh~at, potatoe , and o her such 
articles put on the free list are products of the North. Bone 
char, an article used by the Sugar .Trust, is put on the free list, 
and ferromanganese, an article produced solely by the Steel 
_Trust in the United States, is ID!!de dutiable. The explanation 
of this duty is that it is imposed for revenue purpose , but 
many articles are put on the free list which would produce 10 
times the revenue that wilJ be derived frotn ferromanganese 
at the expense of the steel manufacturers of the United States. 

HITTING AMERICA.X WORK ME X. 

Shingles are put on the free list. There a re 15, 00 men en
gaged in that industry in the State of Washington alone. 
Across the border, in British Columbia, 75 per cent of the labor 
engaged in manufacturing shingles is composed of Chinese, 
Hindus, and Japanese. While we exclude Chinese labor, we 
are going to admit free products of that labor made ill com
petitio~ with American labor. A small duty retained on 
shingles would produce far greater re-venue than will come from 
ferromanganese, the duty on which article will beneli t the 
Steel Trust. About every article purchased by the manufac
turers of shingles and required in their production is dutiable. 
Still, they must forego protection and compete with the Asiatic 
labor employed in British Columbia. 

Cigars and tobacco from the Philippines are to be admitted 
free without limit. There is a rnst army of men employed in 
the production of these articles in the United States, which are 
in the nature of luxuries, and it is unfair and unjust to compel 
those workers to submit to the unlimited competition of 
Malays in the Philippine Islands. Rice, which is produced in 
the South, and which is the food of the workmen, is retained · 
on the dutiable list, but flour and various products of the 
North are put on the free list. Fish are put on the fre~ list 
for the benefit of our Canadian friends, who give nothing in 
return. The duty on lfre stock, such as cows an(l sheep, is 
farcial, for the reasoR that beef, mutton, wool, hides, and 
so forth, are admitted free. The admission of dressed meats 
free while le>ying a duty on lil.e stock places a tremendous 
handicap on the packing industry of the United States. Indigo, 
not produced in the United _States and used by textile manu
facturers generally, is taken from the free list and made 
dutiable. It is one of many things done to hamper the textile 
indQsh·ies. The reduction of the duty on olive oil to a non
protective point is another blow at agriculturalists. It will not 
secure cheap olive oil, but it will stop the growth of the in
dustry in California for the benefit of the Italian and other 
producers in Europe, who impose heavy duties on cottonseed 
oil. There are 375,000 acres available for oli-ve-oil production 
in California, and 6,000 acres have been planted in olives since 
1908. If the protective duty were left alone it wou1d not be 
long until this country produced all the olive oil it consumed. 
Clean methods are used in California for the production of this 
oil, but in Italy and elsewhere feet and hands are used to a 
la rge extent, while the average pay is three times as much in 
California as it is in Emope. 

TRYI NG TO DECE IVE THE FARMERS. 

It may well be asked what advantage is offered to the farmers 
for the slaughter of rates on their products. The oil1y thing 
promised that appears to be for their exclusive benefit is free 
agricultural machinery. No agricultural machinery of any 
value is now imported, and it is now admitted free when coming 
frorµ any counb·y that admits agricultural machinery pro
duced in the United States free. That is what might be called 
true reciprocity. But the admission of agricultural machinery 
of other countries free .of duty without any return on their part 
is not just. However, it will not amount to anything. The best 
agricultural machinery in the wor}d is manufactured in the 
United States, and the capitalists engaged in that industry are 
largely responsible for the legislation which the Democratic 
Party is now putting on the statute books. These men have 
been agitating for lower tariff or free trade for years, and it 
remains to be seen whether or not they will . derive any benefit 
from this slaughter of ra tes. I have no doubt . that they will 
appreciate their mistake before long . . There are about 7,000,000 
farmers in the United States, and. to sacrifice their interests 
under the pretense of reducing the cost of living is a great 
wrong. 

PRI CES NOT TO BE RE DUCED. 

It is worthy of mention that. the Democratic le.'lder have 
practically ab.andoned:tbe talk about re<luciug price .ns a result 
of this free-trade mPasure. President Wil ou made the reduc-

· • 
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tion -in the cost of -living a prominent feature of his campaign 
addresses. Other. Democratic leaders took the same ground. 
Now that they are to face the test, the President, as well as 
Mr. UNDERWOOD and others, say that they do not expect any 
particular fall in prices soon after the passage of this bill. In 
that case they are wise, but when depression has settled on the 
counh·y and workmen are out of employment without money to 
buy with prices may decline, as they did under the last Demo
cratic administration, without any increase in imports because 
of the disastrous business situation in the country. It is recog
nized by every one who bas looked carefully into the matter 
that the increase in prices is not due to the tariff. If it were, 
prices would not have increased in Great Britain and in every 
other country at the same time as in the United States. 

:Much has been said about cheaper clothing as a result of putting 
wool on the free list. But there is not over $2.10 in value of 
wool in a suit of clothes made for almost anyone. The largest 
saving made by the removal of the duties could not exceed 80 
cents on the suit, and the consumer will neYer get any benefit 
from that small saving. It will go to the wholesaler and retailer 
and other persons handling the goods. There is no pretense 
of furnishing new employments by this free-trade measure, and 
if we import one-third more in value of goods we must neces
sarily throw that many persons out of employment who are now 
engaged in the production of such goods in the United States, 
and if there is not a large increase in imports there must neces· 
sarily be a large decrease in the revenues of the Government 
which will have to be made up by an increase in the income 
tax. A vast sum is now derived from the tax on the incomes 
of corporations. To tax life-insurance policies, as is proposed by 
this Democratic measure, is a great shame, as it will take money 
needed by the widow and orphan. An income tax imposed on 
rich persons meets with general approval, though no sensible 
man would defend reducing the wages of workmen by imports 
brought about by free trade, in ·order to produce a deficit to be 
made up by :m income tax. • 

STRIKING AT THE PAPER MA..J.~UFACTURERS. 

The farmers are not the only ones who will suffe.r from this 
unjust to.riff law. There are large paper manufacturers in my 
district, and every one of them will have to meet competition 
from Canada and other countries in a manner that is alto
gether unjust. Duties are maintained on raw materials used 
by these paper manufacturers, in some cases as high as 35 per 
cent, while they will be compelled to meet the competition of 
paper produced in countries having not only free raw materials 
bnt wages much less than half those paid in the United States. 
Canada imposes duties on all papers coming from the United 
States. That country even prohibits the export of wood pulp 
from Crown lands, but paper manufacturers in Canada use in
discriminately wood cut on both free and Crown lands and e-Y
port their paper tv the United States. There is no way our 
officials can tell whether that paper is made from wood cut on 
Crown lands or free lands. It would take a corps of surveyors 
and practical woodsmen to every mill to . find out. The Cana
dian manufacturer alone has access to the wood on Crown lands. 
He has no competition from us on that wood, but the price of 
the wood on free land is increased by -such competition. Spruce 
wood that can be purchased at the Canadian mill at $6 a cord 
costs about $11 at the American mill; then the Canadian manu
facturer has alm;n, china clay, and other things free, while his 
American competitor pays duties, and the Cana..dians have 
lower rates on wire screens, wood felts, and so forth. The 
Canadian mills are in many cases nearer to consuming centers 
than many mills in the United States. But we are not only to 
hue this Canadian competition, but that of Scandinavia and 
all other countries in which labor is paid less than one-half as 
much as is paid at the mills in the rUnited States, aud all these 
countries impose duties on our paper products. 

Then, to make matters worse, the Democrats impose ad 
valorem instead of specific duties. That system of duties has 
been followed all through this bill." It contributes to under
valuation frauds and imposes the lowest rates when prices are 
the lowest and protection the most needed and the highest rates 
when prices are the highest and protection is least needed. 
Every nation on earth imposes specific duties that has a pro
tective tariff, and the United Kingdom is the only nation that 
does not have one. These ad valorem rates are indefensible. 
and their purpose, apparently, is to help break down the pro
tective tariff. The increase in the imports of wall papers has 
been 330 per cent in 10 years. . 

The rates were reduced under the existing tariff law and 
four mills have been closed, with no new ones started.' The 
pay in the wall-paper mills in the United States runs from 
$24 to $2i a week for labor that costs $7.80 to $9.20 ·in· Europe, 
but the rates are reduced under this bill so that the finished 

product has only half as much duty as some of the raw mnte
rials. - That is another illustration of llow the biJI has been 
made up. We gaYe Canada, last year, oYer $600.000 in the 
way of remission of duties on print paper, but we did not get 
the paper one cent less on . that account. Twenty-two new mills 
are under way in Canada as a result of tills admission of_ paper 

· free of duty, and se\eral ha\e been closed in the United States. 
DU'l'IES AND PRICES. 

The Payne law increased the duty on hosiery, but prices de
clined owing to the home competition. Hides and other 
things that were put on the free list increased rather 
than decreased in price, all of which goes to show the folly 
of contending that higher prices are due to th~ tariff. 'The 
world knows how the tin-plate industry has been built up in tlle 
United States altogether as a result of the tariff. There was 
none produced in the United States at the time a protective 
duty was imposed by the l\IcKinley law; now we produce an 
that we consume and export a considerable quantity. The 
duties were lowered by -the existing law, but the manufacturers 
have kept on increasing their business. Now it is proposed to 
reduce the rates below the protective point, and a dispatch 
from Swansea, "\Yales, the other day, announced that an order 
had been received there for 75,000 boxes of tin plate for an 
Ameriaan house, dependent on the passage of this bill. That 
shows wp.at will follow to the tin-plate industry from the re
duction of the duties below the protective point. Iron and
stee1 duties were cut about 50 per cent by the Payne law, 
and now it is proposed to cut them another 50 per cent, while 
putting steel rails and many other highly finished products on 
the free list. Some $250,000,000 are invested in iron mines and 
transporting materials in the United States. There should be 
some protection for that large investment, but there is none 
under tills bill. Foreigners will ha\e J:,he adrnntage of lower 
freight rates on the coast, and wages in Cuba, Spain, and else
where average only one-third as much as is paid in the mines 
in the United States: Some 800,000 tons of tin plate are now 
produced in a year as a result of the tariff, but either wages 
must be cut one-half, or the industry will be paralyzed under 
this act. 

SACRIFICING THE G~OVE WORKERS. 

The glove industry, which is of considerable importance in 
New York State, is ona that will suffer severely under the pro
posed law. There are 50,000 persons in one county dependent 
on that industry for a living. They recognize- what is in store 
for them and have protested in a great mass meeting and at the 
same time sent two clergymen from Gloversville. N. Y., to try 
and induce the ]?resident to prevent or mitigate the disaster that 
will come upon them ·as the result of this legislation; but they 
got no satisfaction. They, like many others, think that the 
Democratic platform utterance that no legitimate industry would 
be injured should be a protection to them. But such platform 
utterances were not intended to be carried into effect. There 
are oYer 200 separate and independent concerns in that one 
county engaged in the production of gloves. No leather gloves 
of domestic manufacture are exported. Competition is fierce. 
Over 80 per cent of the workers in tba t industry in Fulton 
County own a substantial equity in their homes, which proves 
that they are paid good wages. Both men and women's leather 
gloves are manufactured in the sl!me establishments by the same 
operators at practically the same cost. There is no reason for 
different tariff rates, but the rates on women's gloves are now 
considerably lower than those imposed on men's gloves. Hence 
it has not been possible to develop any substantial business in 
women's gloves under existing rates. A rate of $3,30 is the 
lowest rate that the 1;Ilanufacturers can do any business under; 
but the Underwood bill proposes $2 for both men's and women's 
gloves per dozen pairs, which means a destruction of the indus
try. These facts refer to fine leather gloves and not to the 
cheaper gloves. The cheaper grades of men's gloves, known to 
the trade as "Schmaschen," have been made dutiable at $1 
per dozen pairs, while the heavy work gloves for men have 
been placed on the free list. OnJy one-twentieth of the fine 
leather gloves now used are made in the United States, and 
under this great reduction in duty there will have to be a cut 
of at least 50 per cent in wages if any are made here. 

WILL MA.KE 2,500,000 ME:-i IDLE. 

Mr. J. E. Wood, of Gloversville, N. Y., tells of traveling over 
100,000 miles through different countries in behalf of the glo...-e 
industry, and he found in England over 1,500 000 people out of 
work, with wages 60 per cent lower than in the United States. 

In Germany the wages were 50 per cent lower and in Austria 
75 per cent lower. He wanted to know how it was possible for 
an American manufacturer to compete with such wages. His 
leather com:pany has not been able to pay a dividend fo1• frre 
years, becfrnse they had to pay more than twice as · much in 

• 
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wages as were paid for similar work-in Europe. But under -this 
bill the protective duty is cut one-half. As a result, he says, 
tl1ey have cabled their foreign agencies to stop buying raw 
materiaJ, and if this bill becomes a law they will ship their 
machinery to Austria, where they can get all tbe men they want 
for $4 a week. Mr. Wood sa.ys that the passage of this bill will 
throw 2,500,000 men out of employment inside of two years. 
That is probably a low estimate, if we are to judge from what 
took place under the last Democratic tariff bill, when the rates 
were muc;ti higher than those in this measure. 

PROVIDI1'iG FOR FURTHER REDUCTIO~S. 

· There is a provision in the bill which authorizes the President 
to negotiate reciprocity conventions, and which clause he bas 
stated be will proceed to put into effect as early as possible. 
That provision is meaningless, excepting to show the intent of 
our Democratic friends. The President has all the authority 
now that that provision gives him. The opportunities for reci
procity, as Gov. Foss, of Massachusetts, Mr. Hearst, and other 
eminent Democrats have pointed out, are thrown away by put
ting various things on the free list and reducing duties below 
the protective point on other articles. But to add to the t1·ouble 
of American producers, two ·such conspicuous free traders as 
the President and Secretary Bryan promise to bring about fur
ther reductions in duty by alleged reciprocity treaties. •Hence, 
where there is a duty provided for now, under which a factory 
can continue to exist, it will be in danger of annihilation by 
further reductions, to wbicb there is no limit under this free
trade administration. 

Another provision of the bill admits imports brought in 
American ships at a cut of 5 per cent from the rates provided 
by this bill. We have 32 treaties now, comprising all of the 
nations of any importance, which forbid any such reduction as 
that mentioned. But if these treaties were nullified and the 
5 per cent reduction carried into effect, it would only mean that 
much nearer progress toward free trade. It is not for the pur
pose of helping American ships that that provision is inserted 
in the bill, but for the purpose of promoting free trade. As we 
have few ships in the foreign trade, should other nations retali
ate by imposing higher rates on goods brought to them• by 
American ships, we might _not suffer a great deal, but it is 
a useless provision. 

CONDEMNED BY SOUTHERN COTTO:N MANUFACTURERS. 

l\ir. Stuart W. Cramer, president of the American Cotton 
Manufacturers' Association, which is made up almost altogether 
of southern cotton men, says that the Underwood tariff 
bill will cripple the whole cotton industry of the United 
States. This is tbe view that is held not only ·by the persons 
interested in the cotton-manufacturing industry but by those in 
every other industry. The bill imposes the same rates on 
single yarns in the gray as on the most highly processed and fin
ished yarns advanced in manufacture. Tbe same criticism may 
be made of the cloth rates. Only 21 per cent extra is aJlowed 
over rates on the simplest and plainest weaves for the most 
elaborate and complex constructions of the highly finished 

. yarns. But these highly finished goods are made almost alto
gether in the northern mills, while the cheaper grades are made 
in the South. That will explain why no additional protection is 
given to these highly finished goods, the production of which 
has greatly increased under the existing law. It is to the credit 
of tbe Southern Cotton .Manufacturers' Association that they 
urumimously condemned this proposed law, which they say 
would not ·only cripple the northern mills but also those in the 
South. 
HELPING THE BEEF TRUST-M.A.NUFACTUIU ·a COST IN GERM.A.NY .A.ND THE 

UNITED ST.A.TES. 

The Texas cattlemen have protested that free meats would 
simply aid the Beef Trust, because it controls the refrigerating 
lines to Argentina, and can force cattlemen to take lower prices. 
A great deal of misrepresentation has been made in regard to 
the increase in price of beef. There were 9,000,000 less cattle 
in the United States last year than there were 10 years pre
viously, although the population of the country had increased 
about 15,000,000 in that time. With this enormous increase in 
population and the largely decreased supply of cattle, it can 
Msily be appreciated why beef is higher, and it is higher not 
only in this country but in every other country. Corn per 
capita decreased in supply in the 10 years over 20 per cent, 
which means that much less for feeding live stock. Wheat, oats, 
l'ye, and so forth, also declined per capita, and that prices 
should advance under such circumstances in this country and 
elsewhere is not an excuse for tariff misrepresentation. 

Julius Forstmann, president of a large manufactory in Passaic, 
N. J., who also has a factory in Germany and who was a mem
ber of the German tariff commission which prepared the tariff 
now in force in that cour..t . .J:y, says that the productive cost for 

• 

'· 
chea·p woolen -goods in his mill in Passaic, which "is a new one 
and one of the best equipped in the United States, is 49 per cent 
greater for cheap goods to 76 per cent g1·eater in _fine goods 
than the cost in Germany. Fine yarns and fabrics are a com
paratively new industry here, th·e imports of which now amount 
to 30 per cent of domestic consumption. The development of 
this industry must, he says, cease in the United States uuder 
this proposed measure. That is the testimony of an experienced 
European manufacturer with an American branch. 
ENDING TIIE CUBA..~ RECIPROCITY :rRE.A.'l'Y-PORTO RICO .A.ND HAWAII SGFFER. 

The abolition of the duty on sugar means an end of the Cuban 
reciprocity treaty. The reduction of the duty to 1 cent u pound 
for the next three years, with a 20 per cent reduction on that 
rate to Cuba, leaves practicaIJy little or no protection to Ameri
can producers. Then free sugar will come into effect and the 
treaty will end. Under that convention we are now exporting to 
Cuoa some $60,000,000 of products, and that country is in a 
fairly prosperous condition, which will end with the abrogation 
of the treaty. We will then be compelled, at great t"xpense, to 
exercise a protectorate over Cuba, or else we may look for revo
lutions there, "such as have been almost. constant in Central 
American countries. Porto Rico and Hawaii will also suffer 
in the same way as Cuba, because they can not comuete with the 
half-civilized labor Of JaTa and other oriental countries. 

FALSE .A.SSERTIO~S ABOUT THE FARMERS. 

Democrats assert that the farmers get no benefit from protec
tion and that the prices of their products are fixed in the world's 
markets, yet they assert thatfarm products increased in price from 
1897 to 1910, 93 per cent, the highest percentage of any cla~s of 
products, or double the average of all commodities as ~ven by 
them. Clearly, if tbe farmers' prices were fixed in tbe world's 
markets, as the Democrats assert, the tariff' is not responsible for 
that increase; and· if it is responsible, then the Democratic con
tention that the farmer is not benefited is ridiculous. When farm 
products from Caaada, Mexico, and elsewhere come pouring into 
the country under the Democratic tariff law there will soon be 
less heard about the farmers receiving no benefit from the tariff. 

. If they were given some advantage or new markets to make 
up for this h·emendous loss to which they will be subjected, they 
might view the outlook with less alarm. But they are not gfren 
a solitary compensation for the losses inflicted upon them. 
Not a single country will offer anything in return for opening 
our markets to their products. Canadian producers along 4,000 
miles of our northern frontier will in many cases have advan
tages in transportation rates, which will give them -control of 
our markets. Canadian producers will be protected in their 
own markets, but they can send their surplus products over the 
border. A similar condition will be true of other nations. 

HELPING THE SUGAR TllUST • . 

Sugar, for instance, produced in Java by half-civilized laborers, 
living on rice and dressed in cheap cotton cloths, will take the 
place of the sugar produce~ in this .country by well-fed, well
dressed, and educated Americans, receiving $1 in pay to every 
10 cents paid in Java. The workman of the latter country will 
not consu111e a dollar's worth of American products in a year . 
The American workman spends all of his wages in the United 
States for home products. Under this bill his employment will 
be taken from him and there will not even be cheap sugar as a 
result. The colossal Sugar Trust, with· its associates, will oper
ate to control the market in the future, the same as they have 
done in the past, except for a few months in recent years when 
the price of sugar has been forced down by the beet-sugar pro
ducers. What is true of sugar is true of other products. This 
bill jeopardizes the paper industry, with an investment of nearly 
$450,000,000 and giving employment to 81,000 persons. But 
paper has not been a particle cheaper because of the free impor
tation of the Canadian product. We admitted Canadian coal 
for a year free of duty without the price being reduced in the 
least degree. Now we propose to remove the duty altogether, 
while that country retains its 53-cent duty on American bitu
minous coal. We will gain nothing and will lose the revenue 
and subject our producers to unfair competition. 

A Treasury computation shows that the existing law has re
duced the average rate of duty on all products to 18.58 per cent, 
as compared with 23.88 per cent in 1908 and 29.48 per cent in 
1899. The average of rates now is on all imports 2.09 per cent 
lower than the average in 1896, under the last Democratic tariff 
law, when this country was under such a disastrous condition 
that bonds had to be issued to pay current expenses. That will 
give some idea of what is in store for us now. 

DEVELOP!\IE!ll'T UNDER THE TARIFF. 

Under a protective tariff -this country bas developed so rap
idly that it now bas one-half the railroad mileage of the world 
and produces one-half of the mineral -vealth, one-third of. 
the agricultural wealth, ancl one-third ot the manufactnreC!. 
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products, in value. Thirteen revisions of the tariff since France 
established the beet-sugar industry bave retarded development 
in the United States, for the reason that when the Democrats get 
a chanee they reduce as far as possible to a free-trade basis, 
and the damage is only retrieved by the Republicans coming 
into power and reestablishing the protective tarit!. But these 
fluctuations are a great detriment to th.; development of the 
Nation. They should be avoided, and might be avoided by the 
creation of a nonpartisan tariff commission to pass on such 
questions. We had such a commission under the last adminis
tration, with two conspicuous free traders as members of it. 
But the findings of that commission have been ruthlessly set 
aside by the Democratic Party, the mistakes of which will sooner 
or later appear to the voters, who, I feel certain, will retm·n the 
Republican Party to power at the first opportunJty. 

There was an increase of $250,000,000 in the net earnings of 
corporations subjeet to tax in 1912 over 1911, which goes to 
show what prosperity has existed under the present tariff and 
how indefensible is this proposed law to reduce it. American 
consumeri;; earned so much money from 1908 to 1912 that they 
were able to save and .put away in the savings banks, above all 
cost of living, nearly $800,000,000, but under the last Demo
cratic administration the savings banks deposits deereased 
$40,000,000 in a single year, and that with a population very 
much less than at the present time. That is another illustration 
of tlle difference between protection and free trade. 

THE EFFECT OF FREE TRADE IN E~GLAND. 

The Hon. William R. Hearst, an eminent Democrat, says that 
President Wilson is a believer in English free trade; that is, 
the system as enforced in Great Britain. That is what the 
Democratic Party is leading us to in preparing the bill now 
before the House; hence, it may be well to look at the condition 
of affairs in the United Kingdom in order that we may appre
ciate what this policy will bring upon the United States. The 
British Government "in lDOG appointed a · royal commission on 
poor laws and relief of distress, which commission was com
posed of eminent persons and made a very thorough inve tiga
tion of the entire question, submitting a report in 1909 which 

_ filled many thousand pages. The following is an abstract of a 
portion of that report: 

Omitting insane and casual paupers, 1 out of 47 persons in England 
was a pauper on .July 1, 1907, and 1 out of 44 on January 1, 1908. 
'.rhe number of persons relieved, excluding lunatics in asylums and 
casual paupers under the care of the guardians of the poor, in the 
year ending September 30, 1907, was 1,709,436. At one time or 
anothe1· during the year the guardians have under their care a popu
lation equal to that of the three largest provincial cities,. Liverpool, 
Manchester, and Birmingham. The official reports that are made o! 
pauperism give the number of persons relieved on a certain day, tak
ing two days six months apart in the year. But the rate of pauper
ism in 1907 was twic'} as great as shown by these day counts. Of 
the 1, 709,436 persons relieved in England and Wales 526,449 we1·e 
men, over 47 per cent of the total. The number of persons relieved 
in the last 10 years, despite legislation calculated to diminished pauper
ism, has ·largely increased. l:setween 1901 and 1906 every age group 
shows nn increase which is p1·oportionately greatest at the ages from 
15 to G5. Over 73 pe1· cent of unmarried women between the ages 
of 20 and 25 years are engaged in occupations to earn their living. 
Of every thousand pe1·sons over 85 years old over 353 receive pauper 
relief. The highest rate of male pauperism in regular employments 
was that in the fishing industry, in which over 40 men out of every 
1,000 were relieved, and over 39 persons out of every 1,000 in the 
ag1·icultural industry. But of general and undefined wo1·kers and 
dealers 84.9 per cent of. every 1,000 were relieved. Boot and shoe 
maker s, owing to alien importation, the introduction of machinery, and 
insanitru·y conditions of employment, are a fruitful source of pauperism. 

BOOT AND SHOE WORKMEN AS PAUPERS. 

It might be well to bear in mind that this Democratic tariff 
bill puts boots and shoes on the free list, thus compelling 
American workmen to compete with this British industry, 
which, as this Royal commission says, is " a fruitful source of 
pauperism" in England. 

"Metals, machines, implements, arnl conveyances" is a Brit
ish industry that has a rate of 14 per 1,000 of paupers; and of 
workers and dealers in wood, furniture, and decorations, 19 out 
of 1,000 are paupers. '.fhe British Government not long ago 
pas ed a law providing for old-age pensions, under which every 
person over 70 years old who is unable to maintain himself gets 
a pension of 5 shillings a week ($1.25), and from that r ate down 
to a small sum for all concerned; and yet, notwithstanding the 
enormous expenditure under this law for pensions the number 
of paupers has greatly increased. The greatest increase in 
ex.'}Jenditures for paupers has been since 1890, when the McKin
ley tariff law was passed in the United States. Indoor paupeTs 
haye increased in England and Wales nearly 75 per cent since 
1872. They haye what they call "unions" in England for th<' 
relief of the poor. The union embraces a certain territory._ 
Over 73 persons out of every 1,000 are paupers in the Strand 
Union in London, and two other unions in London ha>e a rate 
of 56 per 1,000. The number of persons .with no settled homes 
~nd no Yisible means of _support in England is as high as 80,000, 

as stated by this royal commission; that is, the number out
side of poorhouses and other such places. This royal commis
sion says in its report : 

We still have a vast army of persons quartered upon us unalJle to 
support themselves ; an army which in numbers has recently shown 
signs of increase. To what is the retrogression due? It can not be 
ath·ibuted to lack of expenditure. 

DIFI!'EREXCE BETWEEX FREE TRADE A.."'\D PROTECTIO~. 

The explanation can easily be found in the two words "free 
trade." There is no such a situation in Germany and France, 
which have protecti"rn tariffs. 

England formerly had a large sugar-refining industry, but 
under the free-t:rad~- policy that has neariy all vanished. She 
had at one time_ a large silk industry when there was practi
cally no silk manufactured in the United States. The industry 
in England has declined to a very large extent, while in this 
country we now practically manufacture all the silk we con
sume. That is the difference between protection and free trade, 
and the same thing could be said of many other industries. The 
assessment of land in Great Britain was $95,000,000 less in 
1908, according to this royal commission, than in the "early 
seventies." Four million acres of laud have ceased to be cul
tivated since 1871. 

'l'here has been a decline of 20 per cent in the agricultural 
laborers employed in Great Britain in 10 years. That is the 
kind of a feast the Democrats are preparing for the agricultural 
interests in the United States by this free-trade measure. These 
statistics do not include Scotland and Ireland. Dr. Downes, 
a me~ber of this royal commission, in his report says: · 

The most disquieting index of urban pauperism is the increasing pro 
portion of able-bodied men in health who are dependent on the poor 
rates, and the growing percentages of persons applying for relief under 
the unemployed workmen act. 

In Germany and France the opposite of these facts is the 
case. 

INCREASING PAUPERISM I~ ENGLAND. 

This commission says that in England and Wales there has 
been an increase of 50 per cent in the number of able-bodied 
men in health in reeeipt of outdoor relief in 10 years, and the 
increase of the number receiving indoor relief was 21 per cent. 
Over 234,000 children receive outdoor relief in the United King
dom, and this royal commission says that there are as many 
as 600,000 children "chronically underfed, insufficiently clothed, 
badly housed, and in literally th!->usands of cases actually being 
brought up at public expense in drunken homes." 

The commission, in speaking of the unemployed in Great 
Britain, the number of which is given in an official publication 
every month, says as follows : 

The percentage of trade-unionists unemployed regularly published by 
the board of trade relates only to about 600,000 men out of 2,000,000 
trade-unionists and 12,000,000 adult wage earners, being those entitled 
to ordinary "out-of-work pa!," and there is reason to assume that 
this small clac:;s entitled to ' out-of-work pay" includes an altogether 
exaggerated proportion, especially among the shipbuilding and engineer
ing trades, liable to great fluct'.lations of employment. Of this rela
tively small group of highly organized trade-unionists, in good years 
about 4 men out of 5 get almost constant employment and in bad 
years about 3 out of 5, while the majority who are unemployed suft'er 
severely, even to being out of work for months at a time. The insuffi
cient data tell us nothing, really, as to the condition of the mass of 
wage earners. There are no statistics available which enable us to 
compute even within hundreds of thousands how many persons are at 
one time simultaneously in distress from unemployment. The Amal
gamated Society of Carpenters and .Joiners, an old and highly organized 
trade-union, paying unemployed benefit funds, finds it an increasingly 
heavy burden, amounting to 4s. 6d. ($1.08) a week for each mem
ber in 1908, irrespective of sickness, superannuation, burial, and strike 
pay. 

That tells a story as to the effeets of free trade which the 
people of the United States should heed. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas [1\Ir. CAMPBELL]. 

[1Ur. CAMPBELL addressed the committee. See Appendix.] 

Mr. GARDNER. 1\Ir. Chairman, how does the time stand 
now between the affirmative and negatiYe sides? 

The CHAIRl\IAN. In just a moment. The gentleman from 
:Massachusetts has used 18 hours and 38 minutes and the gen
tleman from Alabama has used 19 houl's and 54 minuteg. 

l\fr. GARD:.N"ER. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. i\IOBGAN]. 

[1\Ir. l\f ORGAN of Oklahoma addressed the committee. See 
Appendix.] 

1\Ir. GARDNER. 1\Ir. Chairman, on behalf of the Republican 
side of the House, I wish to thank the young ladies of Holyoke, 
l\fass., for the beautiful flowers which they have sent us. 
These flowers nre indeed fresh nnd attractive, but in those 
respects they can not compare witll the yonug Indies themselves. 
[Applause on the Repnblicnn side.] 
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1\fr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. STEENERSON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
STEENERSON] is recognized. 

.lfr. STEENERSON. .Mr. Chairman, although it has been 
decreed by a secret Democratic caucus that this tariff bill is 
to be enacted without any material change I feel it my duty 
us a Reprcsentati ve to briefly register my objections to it. 

'l'hiR bill in many respects violates the very cardinal princi
ples of the Democratic Party which we had the right to ex
pect they would carry out in legislation. We did not expect 
a Republiean tariff, but we had a right to · expect a cowistent 
Democratic bill, and in this I think we have good reason to be 
disappointed. 

I de ire to be perfectly fair and to criticize where I think 
critic-i sm is deserved. I have done the same thing with my own 
party. I wss disappointed with my own party's performance in 
1909, und I did what I could to secure a different bill than the 
then pending bill and voted against the conference report upon that 
measure. Whatever may have been fairly said against the re
vision of ln09 it is now demonstrated by official figures that 
tha t revision was an actual revision downward, a good revenue 
producer, so as to leave us with a substantial surplus in the 
Treasury. Under it we have enjoyed a high degree of pros
perity. I believed then that the revision should have gone 
further and that it should have been based upon a scientific 
in•eRtigation by a tariff commission. As early as January, 
1907, I introduced a ta.riff-commission bill and urged its adop
tion befo~·e any revision was undertaken, but mine was a ·voice 
crying out in the wilderness at that time, while now the Repub
licans as wen us the Progiessive Party are committed to that 
view. Rut my disappointment at the revision of 1909 was mild 
compared with the utter disappointment at the action of my 
own party, fortified and aided by the Democrats, in inflicting upon 

· ns the Canadian reciprocity pact of 1911. That was a base 
betrayal of the farmers who had trusted them by the Repub
licans, and it was only defended by the Democrats on the theory 
that it should be followed up by free listing everything that 
the farmer had to buy. I denounced that proposition as often 
and as vigorously as I could, and I have lived to see the Re
publicans in both Houses retrace their steps and vote for its 

. re~al. The Democrats, however, refused to repeal reciprocity, 
and in their campaign textbook, referring to that measure, 
state that-
This measure was suppol.'ted by the Democrats because it was in accord 
with the Democratic principle of reducing the duty on food products 
and made a breach in the bigh protective tariff wall of the Republican 
Party. It was therefore :rn advance from a protective policy to the 
Democratic competitive policy. 

The \ice and injustice of the proposed reciprocity was in the 
fact that it was trading off the advantages of the farmer under 
the tariff for the benefit of the manufacturing and commercial 
classes, without any prospect whatever of the change reducing 
the cost of living to the masses of the people. It would have in
c:reased the profits of the middleman, but not reduced the price to 
the ultimate consumer. The present tariff bill is based largely 
upon the same principle. Professedly it is an attempt to reduce 
the cost of living by free listing everything that the farmer 
produces, while the things that he has to buy are still more 
or less protected by a so-called " revenue duty," which in many 
instances amounts to more than 50 per cent ad valorem. The 
duty of 10 cents a bushel on wheat, while flour is free, or the 
duty of 10 per cent ad valorem on cattle, while meat is free, 
is a transparent fraud upon the farmer, for certainly the duty 
on the raw material can not afford him any advantage if the 
finished product comes in free. 

This bill is not a fulfillment of Democratic promises. Did 
the Democratic Party e•er espouse the doctrine of taxation 
of rnw materials and putting the finished produce on the 
free list? Did you ever see that in a Democratic platform? Or 
hear of it from any Democratic stump? No; certainly not. On 
the conh·a.ry, they have long advocated the extension of our 
foreign trade by admitting raw materials free, and they have 
carried out this doctrine e•en further than the Republicans. 
Yet here is one of the largest manufacturing industries in the 
country-the flour industry-producing hundreds of millions of 
dollars · worth of products which are to be placed under this 
handicap. The same thing is true of oats, which are dutiable at 
10 cents per bushel, and rolled oats and oatmeal are free. Cattle 
and sheep are dutiable, but mutton and meats of all kinds and 
wool are admitted free. Swine, however, are on the free list, 
as are also the fini shed products thereof, such as ham and 
bacon, etc. My colleague [Mr. HAMMOND], member of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, songllt to show that under this 
proposed arrangement of a duty on wheat, with free flour, the 
A ruerican miller would still be able to compete in the export 

flour business, because, as he contended, he could import wheat, 
and by exporting the flour he could get the drawback of 99 per 
cent of the whole duty, and could dispose of the screenings, 
bran, and shorts, without payment of duty; whereas, under the 
present law a drawback is only allowed on 70 per cent if the 
by-product is retained. This, no doubt, is a great advantage to 
the miller who grinds for export, but where does the American 
farmer come in on this deal? This arrangement simply proposes 
to offer a market for imported wheat, and to take· the by
products, such as screenings, bran, and shorts, and sell them 
here in competition with the farmer who produces feed barley, 
oats, and corn. 

These feedstuffs, the by-products of the millers, all can be 
sold at a lower price than the farmer can produce them, and 
it will naturally tend to depress the price of the farmers' prod~ 
ucts; so that we ha-.e here a proposition to aid the export 
milling business wholly and entirely at the expense of the 
farmer. It thus appears that the farmer is to be the draft 
horse that is to carry the whole load in the reduction of the 
cost of living proposed by the Democratic Party. 

But this is not all. He is also the subject of a new form of 
revenue duty upon his fur coat, fur cap, fur mittens, and fur 
robes, necessary to keep him warm. The Democratic majority 
qf the Committee on Ways and Means, hailing as they do from 
the South, where it is warm, and where furs a.re chiefly worn 
by the rich for display, ha-.e conceived the idea that furs are 
luxuries and must all be taxed for revenue purposes. Under 
existing law fur skins of all kinds, not dJ.·essed, come in free, 
but under the proposed bill they are taxed at the rate of 10 
per cent ad valorem, and correspondingly increases are made 
in manufactures of furs, so that the farmer who lives in the 
Northern States will be taxed an additional 10 per cent at lenst 
upon every fur garment or fur robe that he wears. In the first 
draft of the bill coon ·skin was on the free list, but for some 
reason it has been omitted in the last draft .of the bill. In their 
report on the bill the Committee on Ways and Means says: 

In its tariff-revision work the committee has kept in mind the dis
tinction between tbe necessities and the luxuries of life, reducing the 
tariff burdens on the necessities to the lowest possible points com
mensurate with revenue requirements and making luxuries of life bear 
their proper portion of the tariff responsibilities. 

Upon this theory that fur is a luxury the fu1· clothing and 
robes of the farmers in my district are taxed up to 50 per cent 
ad valorem. Fur clothi.Dg is absolutely necessary in that 
climate, and is worn from the early fall, when the teaming to 
market begins, until late in the spring. 

l\Ir. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague yield for 
a question? 

l\fr. STEENERSON. Certainly. 
Mr. HAl\fMOND. Will you state what of the furs that your 

constituents and my constituents, the farmers of Minnesota, 
wear are imported? 

Mr. STEENERSON. Muskrat, coon skin, wolfskin, and bear
skin are imported from Canada into my district, and the prices 
will increase under your bill. 

Mr. HAM.1\f01\1D. Will the gentleman state--
Mr. STEE...°"'ERSON. Ii the gentleman will give me five min

utes I shall be delighted to expatiate upon that point. 
Mr. HAMMOND. You know, of course, that sheepskins that 

are imported are on the free list in this bill. 
Mr. STEENERSON. Yes; I know that. I do not see how 

you could put a duty on sheepskins as long as you ha-.e ad
mitted the wool free. [Applause on the Republican side.] But 
I can not yield any further. I will say, however, that the 
Comrhittee on Ways and Means, hailing most of them on that 
side from the South, ha•e put palm-leaf fans upon the free list. 
They are a necessity in Alabama, I presume, but they regard 
fur coats as a luxury. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

But there is another article of popular use in the Northern 
States that is put upon the free list-curling stones, or quoits, 
and curling-stone handles. Curling is a very popular sport 
upon the ice both in Canada and in the northern part of this 
country, and curling stones and cmHng-stone handles are made 
in the most fini shed and expensive manner. Under the Demo
cratic view these expensi•e articles used in sport by the rich 
come in free, but the poor farmer who needs a fur coat, fur 
cap, and fur robe has to pay an exorbitant tariff tax upon it. 

One would have supposed that this expressed idea of raising 
the dnty on luxuries would have been ca rried ont in the whoie 
bill, but, on the contrary, it . will be found in many instances 
that the duty on luxuries has been lowered instend of rai ed; 
as, for instance, perfumed toilet soap is reduced from 50 per 
cent in the present law to 40 per cent; manufactures of marble, 
onyx, and alabaster frum 50 per cP..nt to 45 per cent;. manu
factures of ornamental glass from 60 per cent to 45 per cent; 
shotguns -.alued at over $10 each are reduced from 43 per cent 
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to 35 per cent; aeroplanes from 45 per cent to 25 per cent; brier 
root and brierwood from 15 per cent to 10 per cent; bamboo 
porch or window blinds. dyeu or polished, reduced from 40 per 
cent to 25 per cent; fancy cakes from 50 per cent to 25 per cent; 
comfits and fruit preseITes containing over 10 per cent alcohol 
are reduced from 91 per cent to 70 per cent; hemstitched 
handkerchiefs and mufflers are reduced from 60 per cent to 50 
per cent; fiTecrackers from 125 per cent to 98 per cent; laces 
and embroideries from 62 per cent to 60 per cent. 

It will thus be seen that the rule of raising the duty on 
luxuries has not been followed out >ery consistently. 

This is revision of the tariff downward for the manufacturer 
and free trade for the farmer. Why is it that the farmer has 
been singled out abo1e alJ as the one upon whom the experi
ment of free trade is to be tried? It must be because he fur
nishes the food. or tne material out of whi_ch the food of the 
people is prepared, and therefore by reducing his prices by 
foreign competition it is believed that the cost of living can be 
materially reduced. The theory looks all right at first glance, 
but when put to the test it will be found to utterly fail. It 
will fail because the farmer is not responsible, except in an 
infinitesimal degree, for the prices paid by the ultimate consumer. 
It has been demonstrated over and over again by official and 
unofficial inquiries that the prices that the farmer receives for 
his products upon the farm are not excessive, and that they con
stitute on the average less than half and in some instances less 
than one-tenth the prices paid by the consumer. As has been 
frequently pointed out, a reduction of 10 or even 25 cents per 
bushel in wheat on the farm will not reduce the price of bread 
in the city. 

The profit, as in most cases, is all absorbed by the middle
man. It is a very superficial · view ·that attributes the high 
cost of living to the high prices of farm products. There 
has been a general rise in prices of the products of the farm 
in late years, but it has been a general movement all o-ver the 
world, and is no doubt due to the rapid increase in the urban 
as compared with rural population. This general rise in 
prices of farm products has been gradual and a natural result 
of the laws of supply and demand. While this rise has been 
going on, however, there has been another cause at work that 
has gradually increased the spread between the farm prices 
and the prices to the consumer, tmtil in some instances the 
former is but an insignificant fraction of" the latter. This 
change has taken place because of the constantly increasing 
power and influence of the middleman. The farmer does not 
supply the consumer directly, but sells in the market, where 
he deals with the elevator, which supplies the miller, who 
supplies the jobber, who supplies the baker or possibly the 
housewife, if she bakes her own bread, which few of them 
do in the cities, or he sells his cattle to the buyer, who sells to 
the packers, who sell to the grocers or retail butchers, who sell 
to · the hotel Ol." restaurant or householder, who sells to the 
consumer. 

Now, we have so many manufactured foods, such as canned 
meats, vegetables, fruit, and cereals, cookies, gingersnaps and 
crackers, and bread of all kinds, that we are entirely dependent 
upon these products, and could not for a day do without them. 
There are only a few things, like eggs, poultry, and potatoes, 
that come directly from the farm, and even these generally 
pass through middlemen, who very largely determine the price 
to the consumer. Now, all of these middlemen, whether mere 
dealers, like g1-ocers. or partly manufacturers also, like the 
meat packers, are all organized so as to secure a concert of 
action amongst them entirely unknown a few years ago. Add 
to these the organizations of the jobbers or wholesale dealers 
in e'l'ery line, and you have a power that the single unorganized 
consumer can not resist. Prices have by these means been 
fixed, not according to the natural laws of supply and demand, 
but arbitrarily and to some extent in defiance of those laws. 
This is the real ca.use of the high cost of li\·ing. The farmer's 
price has but little to do with it. Take breakfast foods selling 
for 15 cents per pound; the farmer's grain from which it was 
made was sold for 11 cents or H cents. Supposing the manu
facturer actually got it for nothing, do you suppose he would 
sell the pound package for 13~ cents? Not at all. It would 
be 15 cents just the same. Certainly, the difference in the 
price of grain of 10 or 20 cents per bushel is never reflected 
in the price of cereal prepared foods, crackers, or even bread. 

The steer sold to the packer for 7 cents per pound lirn 
weight is retailed at from 15 to 35 cents dressed, and assuming 
the price to the farmer could be lowered seven-tenths of a cent 
to 6-fo- cents, it would not be reflected in the price to the con
sumer. 

The result of the proposed revision will be to reduce the 
farm prices of many of the products of the farm without any 

corresponding benefit to the ultimate consumer of food. It will 
cripple the farmers~ purchasing power and help to cause a 
general depression and hard times all around. [Applause.] 

I insert an extract from all' editorial in the Northwestern 
AgricuJturist, a leading farm paper in my State, and also sev
eral of the many letters I have received from millers on the 
subject of flour : 
[Editorial from the Northwestern Agriculturist, Minneapolis, Minn., 

Apr. 26, 1913.J 
MORTGAGING FARM PROPERTY. 

It is difficult to speak with patience and moderation of tbe out
rageous attack on farm prosperity made by the Wilson-Underwood 
tariff bill, now under consideration in Congress. The proposals affect 
grain raising even more seriously than did the Taft reciprocity pact, 
and President Wilson's statements in connection with the subject indi
cate that he is hopelessly ignorant of actual agricultural conditions. 
For example, he sayq : 

"Tbe farmers in the United States have never been protected, for 
the very reason. that they never needed to be proteeted." 

Is that so? 
There has been for several years a tariff protection on all the staple 

grains-wheat, flax, oats, barley, etc.-and as a direct result of this 
protection of our home market for our farmers all these grains have ' ~~l~~a.~~: United States at a very much higher price than they did 

In the reciJ!rocity discussion of lDll-12 it was indisputably demon
strated that the price on wheat, fot· example, had averaged for years 
12 cents a bushel higher in Duluth than the same or better grade did 
at Port Arthur, the Canadlan port on Lake Superior corresponding to 
Duluth for the Unjted Sta tes ehinping port. Does that indicate that 
President Wilson knew facts when he declared : 

"The farmers in the United States have never been protected for 
the v.ery good reason that they never needed protection?" 

This 12 cents a bushel average excess received by American farmers 
was the exact measure of the result secured to them by reason of the 
fact that they were protected in their home market against Canadian 
competition. On the ordinary crop of bard wheat produced by Min
nesota and the Dakotas alone-say, 230,000,000 bushels a year- this 
protection on wheat alone brought to the farmers of these three States 

· $27,000,000 average per year in excess of the export p1·ice. 
There were in the three States in 1910, according to the Government 

census, a total of 308,131 farms, and this excess of $27,600,000 for 
their wheat gave an average of $89.57 per farm every year. That sum 1 would pay 6 per cent interest on a mortgage of $1,492.83; hence 
thi!ory No. 1 of the New .Jersey theorist, measured only by its cost to 
wheat raise_rs, i;;i equivalent to putting a mortgage of $1,492.83 on 
every farm m Mmnesota and the Dakotas. 

* • * * • • $ 

And it must be remembered that thls is the measure only of the cost 
of free wheat competition with Canada.. In addition, there is to be 
free barley, free oats, free fiax, and various other items of competition 
with American farmers. 

Yet President Wilson sneers at the benefit ever derived by farmers 
. from direct protection on their own products, which simply indicates 
tl~at tl.~e New Jersey college pr~fessor is not in touch with agriculture, 
and w1tb all the power of his great office he and the Democratic 
Congress threaten to take .away all protection against foreign com
petition with American farms. 

'!'be chief point of attack by the free traders is foodstuffs-farm 
products. 

It is truly a coudition as well as a dangerous theory that confronts 
farming. 

Mr. Farmer-you-did you vote last November for this $1,492 
mortgage to be put on your farm, or for this Government confiscation 
of the value out of youi· profits of a quarter of your farm? Are you 
one of that class that thinks all that is necessary for a farmer to do 
is to keep on working hard on his own farm and Jet the statesmen run 
the Government? It is up to you to let your Representative and 
Senator in Washington hear from you. You can not chan~e the 
theories of President Wilson by writing directly to him, but you should 
register your protest through ;your Representatives in Congress. 

Do it now! -

BIG DIAMOND MILLS Co., 
FLOIIB ExCHANGE, 

Minneapolis, Minn., Ap1'U 23, 1913. 
Representative HALVOn STEENERSON, 

Washington, D. 0. 
DE.AR Sm: Every thinking person conversant with the flour trade is 

astounded at the proposition to retain a duty on wheat and, in the 
fa.ce of actual practice and of all the theories of economics, allow the 
manufactured article to come in tree. 

There are no possible arguments for this proeedure. The arguments 
against it are surely convincing. We wish to emphasize the fact that 
this blow is aimed against the fifth largest industry in the United States, 
and one that has steadily refused an trust propositions and price agree
ments, and which is the on~ great industry, perhaps the only one, which 
remains on an absolute competitive basis. It deserves better treatment 
fi•om its Democratic friends than the annihilation of its business. 

It is the milling industry which has maintained the price <>f wheat 
five-sixths of the time in the pnst 20 years above that of all other coun
tries, freight considered. Destroy that business and wheat prices will 
be continually on the level of the product of the ryot of India and the 
peasant of Russia. Our wheat-growing land will be brought to the 
value of the cheaper Canadian land. 

Cheaper wheat will benefit principally the baking industry, for the 
price of bread is always the same, 5 cents per loaf, whether fl.our sells 
·at $4 per barrel or $7, both prices having been in effect in very recent 
years with the price of bread unchanged. Tbe irony in the situation is 
evident when it is proposed to assist the balting industry, rapidly grow
ing in the East and .l.\liddle West into one of the strongest trusts we 
have. 

Our mills are already struggling under the handicap of cheaper water 
rates for wheat than flour. Wheat is taken from Port Arthur at 2 to 3 
cents per bushel, while flour takes lake and rail rate of 15 cents per 
hundredweight from Minneapolis to Butralo. 

Al1ow the Canadian, English. a.nd Argentine mills the free entrv to 
our great market and tie us hand and foot against the raw matE:XiaJ, 
and our ruin is swift and certain. It would be idle to point out to you 
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facts you are more familiar witb than ourselves, the influence upon 
other industrle • foundries, bagging, cooperage. etc .. but it is om· duty 
to state to you our honest conviction that if this tarifl'. clause goes 
through in its present form the milling business will be annihilated. 
We ask for no protection on flour if we can have access to the ·ame raw 
material our competitors have. We want simply a square deal. justice, 
and nothing more. Place a duty on both flour and wheat or allow both 
free entry. 

May we urge you to make the fight of your life against this great 
wrong? 

Yours, very truly, 
BIG DLUIOND MILLS COMPA. Y, 
B. B. SHEFFIELD, Vice P1·esident. 

THE BGFFALO NEWS, WASHINGTON BUREAU, 
April 26, 1913. 

Hon. HALVOR STEENERSON, 
House of Representatii;es, City. 

DEAR Sm : The city of Buffalo is up in arms over the provisions in the 
tarifl'. bill now under consideration relatin~ to meats and flour, cattle 
and wheat. At a nonpa1·tisan mass meetmg Wednesday night:_, called 
by the Chambe1· of Commerce, attended by 2,500 men, and aadressed 
by some of the leading men of Butralo, regardless of party affiliations, 
the following resolutions were adopted: 
" Whereas we, the citizens of Butralo, in a mass meeting assembled this 

23d day of April, 1913, upon consideration of the proposed changes 
in tariff schedules now pending in Cong1·ess as affecting wheat, 
oats, wheat flour, cereals, Jive stock, and dressed meats, by which 
all raw materials in each case would be left subject to a sub
stantial tax. while the finished products of such materials wou14 be 
admitted to this country free of duty; and 

"Whereas we are advised and believe that the certain effect of such 
leg_islation would be to destroy live-stock, milling, and packing 
inaustries in this city and elsewhere now engaging vast amounts 
of capital and employing thousands of workmen ; and 

" Whereas we believe that the Congress of the United States would not 
wittingly enact such disastrous legislation, it the situation were 
thoroughly understood : Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That if flour, cereals, and meats are admitted free, then 
the raw materials-wheat, oats, and live stocH:-should also be ad
mitted free ; and be it further 

"Resolved, That we do earnestly protest against legislation that im
poses a duty on wheat, oats, and live stock, while permitting free entry 
to this country of wheat flour cereals, and dressed meat, and we be
seech Congress to give further serious consideration to the far
reaching effects of such legislation and not to pass a tariff bill con
taining such unjustifiable and disastrous measures." 

I am directed by Mr. Butler, editor and proprietor of the News, to 
invite your attention to these resolutions and to say that the News 
will be pleased to present to the people of Buffalo through its column!! 
any reply you may care to make to the resolutions. 

If you favor the News with your views please send them to this 
bureau, suite 617 Southern Building, in brief form for telegraphing. 

Very truly, yours, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
[Mr. BURNETT]. 

WM. WOLFF SMITH, 
Oorrespondent in Ohar·ue 

Washington Bureau of the Buffalo Neios. 

I yield to my colleague from .Alabama 

Ur. BURNET.r. l\fr. Chairman, nearly all the gentlemen 
whom I have heard speak on the other side have prated about 
the woes of the laboring man and the great desire they have to 
prevent the passage of this tariff iniquity, as they call it, be
ca use of the troubles it will bring upon him. Two gentlemen 
to-night-the gentleman from the Pacific coast [Mr. JOHNSON 
of Washington] and the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. C.A.MP
BELL]-have dwelt specially upon that phase of the question. 
I have heard a number of others. The gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MooRE] can never make a speech without having 
something to say about the poor workingman. Yet no mun and 
no party have ever driYen the knife deeper into the vitals of 
labor than the man who has just gone out of the President's 
chair and the man who was his immediate predecessor. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] In 19-06 Mr. Roosevelt with 
one word could have secured the passage of the Gardner bill, 
which would have protected the ·1aborers of America, not from 
imported goods made on the other side, but from the men them
selves imported to this side for the purpose of beating down the 
price of labor. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Yet Mr. 
Roosevelt never raised his voice in favor of that bill, although 
he had previously sent a message to Congress in fa·rnr of re
striction by the illiteracy test. 

At the last session of Congress, gentlemen of the Republican 
Party, your President was the man who again drove the 
dagger into the heart of labor by vetoing a bill that a Re
publican Senate and a Democratic House had passed over
whelmingly. 

In order to show what great friends the Republicans are to 
labor I want to call attention to a brief telegraphic report of 
the proceedings of the vice commission of Illinois, which shows 
that your party is not only in partnership with the trusts, but 
that it is in partnership with the white-slave traders and with 
yice itself. Here is what they say: 

SPRINGFIELD, ILL., April 25. 
After to-day's session of the senate "white-slave" commission, Lieut. 

Gov. O'Hara sent a telegram to President Wilson. and another to 
Lieut. Gov. Paynter, of Missouri, calling their attention to the dis
closures made here. The telegram to President Wilson follows : 

".At a bearing of the Illinois Senate vice commission here to-day it 
appeared that the conrlitions urrnunding the employment of girls at the 
Springfield factory of the International hoe o. apparently were the 
most open to criticism· of any so far di i::covered by this commission. 
The revelations were so astounding that Senator Neils Juul, a Repub
lic;11n, and th': dean of. our State senate, openly and bitterly denounced 
thlS corporat10n. 

"As I have been informed that this corporation is supporting a lobby 
at Washington in opposition to your proposed taritr I.aw on the grounds 
that if certain duties are removed the girl workers in their factories 
will be brought into competition with the cheap labor of Europe, I 
believe your attention should be called to the testimony given h:?re 
to-day." 

SE:NDS TELEGRAM. 

Lieut. Gov. O'Hara's telegram to the lieutenant governor of Mis
souri was as follows : 

"At a meeting of the Illinois Senate vice commission to-day it de
veloped that the girls employed in a Springfield factory of the Inter
national Shoe Co. are the victims of the worst industrial conditions 
that have yet come before this commission. Mr. Derby, the superin
tendent of the Springfield factory. stated under oath that the Inter
national Shoe Co. is a $25,000,000 corporntion and that its executive 
officers are residents of Missouri. 

"On behalf of Senators Juul, Tossey, Woodard, and Beall, as well 
as of myself, constituting the full membership of our commission I 
respectfully invite the cooperation of your Missouri Senate vice com
mission in a thorough and complete investigation of the methods of this 
corporation." 

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] told us a few 
moments ago of the woes that would be brought upon labor by 
this tariff bill, and yet he was one of those who added his vote 
to prevent the passage of the immigration bill over the Presi
dent's veto. 

He must not pose here as the friend of labor when he boldly 
votes to permit the cheap labor of Europe to come in unre
stricted numbers to compete with men and women of his own 
race. 

He must not proclaim himself the champion of the working
man when in his own State the railroads are importing thou
sands from Mexico to beat down the wages of the llonest 
American, and he votes against a bill which the American 
Federation of Labor has prnyed in vain for the .American Con
gress to pass. That organization of . millions of toilers has 
never memorialized Congress to defeat tariff le!.dslation, yet at 
its annual meetings it has asked us to pass the illiteracy-te t bill 
for checking the alien influx of cheap labor. How can you sclf
styled friends of labor square the windy speeches that you are 
making now with the votes you cast against the Burnett
Dillingham immigration bill that would have given labor some 
genuine protection? I hope every laboring man in your districts 
will compare your loud-mouthed protestations now with the 
votes you cast last February on that bill. If they want the 
record and will call on me, I will see that they get it. 

Hear what Mr. Frank Morrison, the distinguished secretary 
of the American Federation of Labor, says about it, and then 
you false friends of labor hide your heads in shame : 
Argument of Mr. Frank Morrison, secretary of the American Federation 

of Labor. before President Taft, February 6, 1013. in favor of the 
presidential approval of the immigration bill, S. 3175 : 
Mr. PnESIDE~T: I realize that the proposition to prohibit the immi

gration to the United States of able-bodied men and women because 
they can not read is, from a sym:pathetic viewpoint, subject to criticism; 
yet, notwithstanding such a viewpoint the American Federation of 
Labor. which represents organized labor in its entirety and is the only 
organization which can with any show of reason represent the unor
flanized workers, has declared by resolution in two conventions that 
' the illiteracy test is the most practical means of restricting the pres-
ent immigration of cheap labor who e competition is so ruinous to the 
workers already here, whether native or foreign," and i.nstructed the 
officers of the federation to earnestly petition Congress to enact the illit
eracy test into law. 

There has been a great deal said and published in :favor of the neces
sity of inciting immigration for the puroose of securing a~ricultural 
workers. There is no question in my mina but that such agitation has 
for its purpose the enticing of immigrants to our country to be hired by 
the great manufacturing concerns, coal companies. and railroads for 
their repair shops at a much less wage than those who are born here. 

The argument that the opponents of this test make ls that common 
labor, or coarse labor as some call it, would be the class that could not 
pass the illiteracy test, and this country is very much in need of that 
particular kind of coarse labor. 

So that thern wlll be no misunderstanding on your part in regard to 
what the farmers thtnk about using immigrants for farm hands, their 
representative in hls statement to you to-day has clearly placed the 
farmers' organization on record as opposed to the proposition of bring
ing immigrants into this country to do agricultural work. 

The fact is that the immigrants who come here have been exploited to 
such an extent that the American born can not compete with them. 

The wage earners believe in an effective regulation of immigration, 
because they desire to retain a high standard of living. The tandard 
of wages fo1· both skilled and unskilled labor of this country is the 
result of many years effort. When an immigrant accepts work at less 
than the standard, he not only takes the place of a man working at a 
higher rate but he assists in destroying the prevailing rate of wages in 
that industry, and that carries with it a cotTesponding reduction in the 
physical as well as moral and intellectual well being. 

Mr. President, it is now an undisputed fact that in many industries 
the Immigrants who come here are working for such low wages that the 
American born can not compete with them. They can not live on the 
wages paid. and support a family. 

In support of the position that the American boru can . not compete 
with foreigners and live on the wages paid to them and support a 
family I refer you to the investigatio~ of the Bethlehem Steel Works 
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mnde by. fl committee of the Fedei·al Council of the Churches of Christ. 230,832 came, whereas now, with the tide rising higher, over a. 
and the investigation made by Commi sior,er Neill, of the Bureau of million come eYery year. Can anyone say that such an influx 
Lnbor, as to wages and conditions in the steel Industry. 

We ask for tbis legislation tor the purpose of giving the wage work- does not affect wages and conditions of employment ad-rersely? 
ers of r is country an opportunity for self-improvement, an opportunity Gentlemen speak about the good conditions of labor all over 
for a breathing spell, so they can secure improved conditions both as the country, and yet almost every day we hear of another labor 
to hours and wnj{e .. 

In passing I wm call your attention to the fact that industry ls strike because wages· received will not enable those who toil 
pr9tected by a tariff, but labor is not. The products of labor are pro- to feed and clothe their families on account of the high cost of 
tected, bat we ba\Te a free flow of labor coming to these shores all the i· · d th · t•t' f th 1 i d k time. The manufacturers have protection against products manufac- ivmg an e ruinous compe I ion o e ow-pr ce wor ers 
tured by cheap labor tn foreign countries, but labor bas no protection that come from Europe in such large numbers to compete. The 
against the importation of cheap labor. gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY] said that we 

The opponents of this measure will say that if the products of labor i ta• h'gh t da d f i· · · th tto · d t d 
are protected, then labor itself must be benefited, becau e the manufac- ma n in a 1 er s an r o ivmg lil e co n in us ry an 
turer can sell the product at a much higher rate than can be obtained pay considerable higher wages than the wages paid by competi
in other countries, and wOI thus be in a position to pay higher wages tors abroad. He said the English rate of wages is practically 
to his ~mployees. The first contention is well founded. The manufac- 60 t f th 'd · ,.I h tt d th f F 
turer does receive a higher rate than the products can be purchased in per cen ° ose pai lil .1.i assac use s, an ose o ranee 
other countries, and the econd contention, "that they can pa.y higher and Germany 50 per cent, and those of Italy 33 per cent, and so 
wages to their employees," is also true; but the fact is they do not pay on. I do not vouch for his figures. He is arguing for a protec-
bigher wages. They pay lower wages. We find that in the highest ti t 'ff in h · h" h 
protected industries, particularly in the Industries that are now con~ ve ari order to get t e American workinman Ig el" 
trolled by trusts, uch as the Steel Trust. Rubber Trust, Sugar Trust, wages, he says. 
packing-house employees, and textile industry, the lowest wage In the He tells us that in free-trade England wages are lower than 
country is paid to tbetr employees, and ln some of them less than a in this country, and yet the declaration made by the gentleman 
lif"ing wage for 11 family. 

from · Massachusetts is that in free-trade England wages are 
Hear what President Gompers said before the House Com- 60 per cent of those in Massachusetts, and in protected. Ger-

mittee on Immigration in support of the Burnett bill : many they are 50 per cent, and in protected. Italy only 33 per 
We are going to live here. All that we have is here. Our families cent. How is it, please explain, that wages are so much lower 

are here, our children and our graiidchlldren; and we expect to end in free-trade England than in protected Italy? If he really 
our lives here, and we eXpect that our children will end their lives here. wants to "protect " the Ameri'can workingman, let him Ur!!e And with all this great complexity of peoples, with this constantly in- ~ 
creasing immigration, there can not be an improvement of the Republic a duty on aliens--on the foreign pauper labor itself. 
cf the United States. If we are going to mnJntain the Republic, based Mr. Chairman, gentlemen do not deal fairly with the work-
upon the sovereignty of the manhood and the womanhood and the child-
hood of the United States, we bave got to see to tt that such a condl- ingman of the country when with one vote they try to raise 
tlon of aft'alrs as now exi ts. and now particularly threatens, is re- the price of everything he buys and with another vote tlley 
moved-'-very materially removed. bring in those who compete with his labor, the only thing he 

I express the v-fo s of "tbe men of labor of America. without regard 
to nationality and without regard to nativity. The men of labor want has to sell. They are willing to have the products of labor 
more and better regulatio!ls and a much stronger limitation of immigra· protected in the interest of the employers and the great indus
tion thnn now ex1 ts. I know that I am, perhaps, an altruist; I do trial plants of the country, thus making labor buy in a pro
not think I am bereft of humanitarianism; but you can not be neglect- tected market, and yet have free tr:ade in labor 1·tself, making ful of the interests of tbe people now in America. Indeed, I believe 
that one of the great causes of backwardness in the Improvement of labor sell its product-labor-in a free-trade market. Why 
material conditions of the people of Europe is the outlet to America. not a duty oh aliens, my Republican friends, if you really want 
If tbe people of Europe, and particularly of southern Europe, were by 
some of our legislation required to stay at home, they would compel to protect our working people by means of a tarift'~a duty on 
the e obsolete monarchies. except in so far as their titular existence Is the paupe-r labor itseJf? 
concerned, to institute soc:lal reform and a larger degree of liberty Lest the p ogr ~s· th t th t i f f 
among the people in their own countries. Emigration is the avenue of r e. ives may say a ey are no n avor o 
escape from dangerous conditions in their countries, which a.trords a that kind of a deal I want to read from their platform. Mr. 
conRtantly new lease of life to mauy of these monarchies abroad. Rooseyelt declines to make a declaration, as he did a few years 

In the interests of these people, as well as tbe interests of our own ago in the message sent in, in favor of it, but his platform of 
peoplel I think tbe Congress of the United States should give its earl:v 1912 says.· 
attP.nt on to providing the relief which ls so necessary. 

The gentleman from Kansas has resented th · s' ti b We denounce the fatal policy of indifference and neglect which has 
' e lil mua on Y left our enormous immigrant population to become the prey of chance 

bis colleague that there is foreign labor employed in his dis- and cupidity. 
trict, brought in in violation of the contract-labor law, and Now here comes the iniquitous part of it: 
yet only last year I saw the statement in one of the Topeka We favor governmental action to encourage the distribution of immi-
J)apers that more than a thousand Mexicans were brought in grants away from the congested cities, to rigidly supervise all private 
at one time to work on one of the railroads of that State. agencies dealing w1th them, and to promote their assimilation, educa
Can anyone doubt that this motley horde came in violation , tion. and advancement. 
of the contrnct-labor law? Who is to pay for distributton? If the cities want them, and 

The gentlf'man from Kansas [Mr. OAAn>BELL] and every other most of the Democrats and Republicans from the large cities 
membPr of the Kansas congressional delegation. received, when generally stand here for wide-open gates, let them stay in the 
the immigration bill was under consideration in this body last congested cities so long as they come; but the policy of the 
Jimuary, the following letter, which alone ought to have moved Progressive Party is that they should be distributed at the e:x
him to vote for that bill in the interest of " protecting" the pense of the Government and sent to compete with laborers in 
American worldngman: sections whose people do not want them. It wants a Federal em-

'l'HE ATcm~oN, TOPEKA & ·SAN'l'A FE RAtLWAY co., ployment bureau to find opportunities, work, and employment 
LAW DEPARTUENT, OFFICE OF SOLICITOR FOR KANSAS, for aliens, While our own are left to shift for themselves. There 

Tovelcn, Kans., Janu:iry s, 1913. is the declaration of the Progressive policy that you sent to the 
DEAR Sm: 'rbere Is . a bHl pending before Congress known as the I 11 th t [A 1 ] -.:u 't b b 

Dilllngham-Burnett bill which restricts immigration through the im· peop e a over e conn ry. PP a use. n as 1 uncom e or 
position of an educational test. do you really propose to bring in " strike breakers"? 

I ha e not read tbe proV'isions ot the bill, but am informed that Its Now, in regard to the class of people brought. A few years ago 
passage will prevent tht immigration of Mexican laborers. now relied th h t d · Th tl on almost entirely by the railway companies in Kansas and the South- . ose w o came were your ances ors an mme. e gen eman 
west. from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY] refers to the high wages 

Witbont this Mexican labor it will M impossible for the railway of those who work in the mills of his State, and yet the com
~g;n~~~~~f v~o s~~;.~~=· men enough to keep their tracks in proper condition mittee, of which the present chairman was an honored member, 

Ninety-nine pe:.- cent of these Mexican laborers can not read or write that investigated. the Lawrence strike found such a deplorable 
but after they have been in this countl'y for a few years they adapt condition of wagP.s there that workmen from northern and 
:~~:~~Ives to our ways, and those with families send their children to western Europe would not compete with them. Ninety-two per 

All the railways in the territory mentioned would be greatly crippled cent of the employees were foreign born. The wages and con 
should this Mexican labor be excluded. ditions were such that the foreigners even struck for better 

I shall thank you to give attention to this feature of the Dillingham- wages and bettei· conditions. The native had been driven out. Burnett bill, and anything you can do in the matter will be greatly 
apvreciateu. He did not desire that his family, his wife, and his children 

Ilespcctfully, WM. R. SmTB. should be brought up in the midst of the awful conditions there. 
Many good Republicans voted to pass the bill over the Why is it that so many thousands of them are leaving these 

President's veto, but it was a Republican President who struck industries all oYer the country and seeking other avocations? 
the fatal blow. Gentlemen, your President and the President Why did over 125,000 good Americans cross into Canada last. 
who preceded birp are responsible for the conditions. Gentle- year? Men say that the American will not do the work that, 
men tell you that 1\Ir, Cleveland in 1897 vetoed a bill of these people do. They did it until subjected to this ruinous 
a similar character to that we passed through the House and competition from abroad complained of annually by orgnnized 
Senate at the last session. But_ ey forget to tell you also labor. Why do they not now? Because in the congested 
that · at tl;lat time there were fewer people coming from all centers, Mr. Chairman, they can not stand the conditions of 
Europe than come to-day from ltaly alone. In 1891 only the people that do that work. Go with me to the West and 
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the South and the Midille West and you will fuid hundreds and 
thousands of hone t; earnest white men, Americans and . north
western Europeans, doing the same work that these people are 
doing, and it is not thought belittling to them or their children 
to perform this work. 

Go with me, Mr. Chairman, to the cotton factories of my own 
State, and you will find the mountain girls there• in their calico 
dresses doing this work, and they are just as respectable as are 

. the girls that are stenographers or cashiers in the banks. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

This cry that Americans will not do the work is untrue. They 
did do it e-rerywhere until driven out by the swarms of those 
who come from the dirty haunts of poverty and vice along the 
borders of the Mediterranean. 

The veto of President Taft was heard with sorrow by the 
real friends of labor everywhere. It was a sad disappointment 
to almost everyone who loves the higher standards of living 
and of morals which American workingmen everywhere wish 
to maintain. Permit me to insert a few extracts from the 
press of the country along this line. 
[Editorial from Boston (Mass.) Evening Transcript, Feb. 15, 1913.] 

A~ UNWISE VETO. 

At the eleventh hour President Taft has vetoed the Burnett-Dilling
ham immigration bill, founding his disapproval upon the provision 
which imposes a literacy test upon immigrants 16 years of age and 
over. The President gave extended hearings upon the bill and availed 
himself of practically the full period allowed him for consideration 
before reaching a decision. He does not attempt in his message of trans
mittal to elaborate upon the objections to the legislation raised by the 
Secretary of Commerce and Labor, who has consistently opposed the 
introduction of any literacy test into our immigration laws. 

A determined eft'ort will be made in both Houses of Congress to pass 
the bill over the President's veto, and with this effort we confess our 
unqualified sympathy. The President's broad sympathies for the un
fortunate in other lands appear to have fo.r the moment blinded him 
to the burdens already placed upon this country by an excess of unde
sirable immigration. The literacy test may not be ideal, but it was 
the most workable safeguard Congress found it possible to devise, and 
in view of his declared approval of the purpose of those who advocate 
a restriction of immigration it would seem that Mr. Taft should have 
at least endeavored to offer a substitute and not merely contented 
himself with vetoing a bUl which, while it might in occasional cases 
deprive this country of a few desirable immigrants, would unquestion
ably have operated to keep out thousands of undesirables. 'l'he veto 
sacrl.fices, it seems to as, the interests of the country at large to serve 
a very small number in other lands who might desire to seek the 
opportunities of education in this country which had been denied them 
at home. 

[Editorial from the Journal (Progressive-Republican), Boston, Mass., 
. Feo. 15, 1913.) 

A NAGEL VETO. 

Mr. Taft has allowed Secretary Nagel to veto the most thorough and 
comprehensive immigration restriction bill which has ever been drafted. 
Because ot the literacy test which it contains, which is drawn so as to 
deny admission only to adults unable to read or write in their own 
language, the President has permitted the . active antagonism of the 
Secretary of Commerce to set as.Ide a bill which had 246 votes in the 

· House and which passed the Senate by a vote of 58 to 9. 
Instead of a comprehensive view of the regulation of immigration he 

he has adopted a narrow one. He has disapproved a measure which 
represents the most thorough and complete study of the alien influx, 
and which was most ably framed to purify the stream of 1,000.000 
a year foreigners that come to our gates. It established the mo3t 
thorough system ot immigrant inspection which has been devised. It 
a !forded means for detecting and excluding the imbecile, the defective, 
the unfit, the stowaway, and the tube1·culous. It took into account 
the enormous load of alien insane, the burden of whose care the F ederal 
Government is forcing upon the States. It paid heed to the millions 
now spent in the fight on tuberculosis. It recognized the saturation of 
cheap labor which the country faces to-day. All these things it dealt 
with wisely and with the fruits of bitter experience. 

The effect of the literacy test fixed in the bill has been immensely 
exaggerated in the Nagel veto. It is most important to the Unit-ed 
States to-day that, !n admitting aliens, it gets those who can enter 
wit h a reasonable certainty of keeping up the level of citizenship. The 
nation which finds the problem of the immigrant, what it is to the 
UnHed States to-day, will fail in its duty if it does not minimize its 
work at the beginning. The immigration question should be dealt with 
from the standpoint of this country and its inhabitants, not from that 
of the Europeans who wish to come. 
. '!'hat was the principle of the bill passed by so great a majority in 

both Ilouses, which may well be pas ed over the veto. If the previous 
votes are any criterion this will be done, and the want of confidence in 
Taft and Taft's judgment will stand. 

[Editorial in tlle Camp News (independent), Philadelphia, Pa., Mar. 1, 
1913.] 

HIS INGLORIOUS RET IRE:\IENT. 

Ex-President William Howard Taft is in some ways a large man, in 
other ways he ls quite as small as he is large in others. 

The fact that he was a Pre !dent of the United States precludes the 
use of stronger terms in his behalf, and behooves us to use such cour
tesv as is due the office he once occupied. 

ilr. Taft has suffered with effasia in vision for sometime, and the 
little reminder he receh·ed last November, it seems, failed to ell'ect a 
care or even a slight improvement in his malady. 

He ha. failed to pc1·ceive the handwriting on the wall, and he has 
continued on in his arbitrary conduct until he, even in his last months 
of administt·ation, conducts himself more as a spoiled boy than as a 
great man above the little petty retaliations of personaUties. 

One last gr eat act to his discredit is the veto of a bill that has been 
befo1·e the Amei-ican people for a quarter of a century or over; not an 
a1;,i.tated question , but one that has been treated from a scientific stand-

{joint, and which has cost the Government millions of mo11ey to so treat. 
And after. a long discussion in order that everybody might act with in
telligence, and a long fight against the corrupt intE>rests that have 
reaped a harvest of dollars from these poor people, while the countt-y 
has reaped its harvest of ignorance, vice and anarchy, cheap labor, un
fair competition to the laboring ma.n, full prisons and almi:;hou<>es. 

• After Congress had complied with the voice of the people in the pas
sage of a bill so long sought to relieve these conditions this one fat 
man, sitting in nn eaf'y chair, who never did see or feel a throb of the 
heart of the Nation that has honored him above all that he ever de· 
served, says that the people, and incidentally the 72 United States Sena
tors who voted for the passage of a sensible bill that promised to 
restrict immigration, in his veto, "that they either lack wisdom or 
intelligence." 

Why this arbitrary stand against this blll that the people have de
manded so long anyway? 'l'he public press .reports that Mr. Taft called 
one or two gentlemen in private conference before he acted, a-nd then 
he expressed his feelings toward labor organizations in no very fitting 
language for a gentleman in his position. We infer from what has 
been reported that he said some things about patriotic orders that were 
no more favorable than what he is reported to have said of the others. 

However, Mr. Taft is one of those large bodies that move slowly, 
and we hope that his movements will never again concern a question 
relating to this Government, so we dispose of him and take up impor
tant things that concem us as a people. The lower House, tt apµ ears, 
failed to muster up enough hardy Americans to pass the bill over the 
Executive veto. So the great struggle seems lost at the very threshold 
of victory ; but not so, brothers. That struggle shall only he renewed 
with greater energy than ever before, and if we have underestimated 
the strength of the foe, we have learned a lesson that will incr~ase our 
vigilance and power, and can forth all that is in as for the next con
flict. 

Fortunately another Executive is now at the helm, and we believe 
that Mr. Wilson is a man of sincere intelllgence, who is not undnly 
influenced by any corporation or foreign power. and a man who has 
felt the pulse of the Nation, and knows the burden of the toilers. We 
hope much from this comparatively poor man in the Presidential cbalr. 
and when that blll is again passed by both Houses may every son of 
A.merica and patriotic citizen write a personal letter to the President 
urging him to sign the bill ; flood the White House so that it will 
create such a look that an additional clerk will be necessary to examine 
the mail, and in that way some of it at least may reach the President. 

[Extract from the Knights of Labor Journal, Washington, D. C., 
- March, 1913.] 

A VETO TO BE ASHA.l!ED OF. 
The most important measure attempted to be made into law by 

the Sixty-second Congress in all its career has failed at the last 
moment-that is the attempt to restrict immigration bas come to 
naught. For years the evils of undesirable immigration have been 
apparent everywhere in this country and have been voiced by protests 
of the wageworkers, agriculturists, and vast masses of the people, 
organized and unorganized. • • • 

Opposed to this demand has been the desire and effort of foreign 
steamship corporations and of great industrial monopolies, the one 
desiring to make profits by the bringing of immigrants here, the other 
to make profits off from the cheap labor which would thus be fur
nished for theiI: exploitation here. • • • 

Withholding any expression of approval or disapproval mean
while, President Taft on the tenth day after the passage of the bill 
sent to Congress his veto. The President presented no forceful argu
ment whatever, but grounded the veto very largely upon the letter by 
Secretary Nagel. Secretary Nagel did what everybody expected he 
would do if he had a chance-stabbed the bill to death with treacher-· 
ous and un-American hand. Over two years ago, in a speech made in 
New York City, he declared himself opposed to any such measure o! 
r estriction. llis official course, in his rulings and decisions as Secre
tary bas shown that he really favors unrestricted immigration-and 
he very generally has stood for the interests Of the great steamship 
companies rather than for the wage workers and masses of the Amer!· 
can people. The objections by Secretary Nagel are worthy of but 
slight consideration. It was a special plea drawn to help out the 
interests of the masters whom he delights to serve. 

Why President '.raft should rely upon Secretary Nagel is unex
plainable-except upon the supposition that he was unable to tbink 
of or to give any other reason for his disapproval of the bill. Cer
tainly President Taft himself advanced no sufficient cause why he. 
should by executive act declare null and void this long-considered and 
well-indorsed bill. 

In the exercise of this veto power President Taft deliberately set 
at naught the entire body and pnrpose of the bill, shaped as it was 
and denied by none so as to conserve the safety of th_e Republic. and
the interests of the people from dangerous and undesirable immigra
tion. By this veto the rresident leaves the American people to the 
continued influx of such dangerous and undesirable immigration lndefi· 
nitely. 'l'he veto Is a thing of which President Taft himself. ought 
to be ashamed-and if he is not already in that frame of mmd he 
will come to it some day in the future no doubt. • * • 

Another Congress and another President will have this great 
question before them. Our contention is right, and " right is 
right, as God is God." It must and will prevail. 

Truth crush'd to earth will rise again: 
The eternal years of God are hers ; 

While E.rror, wounded, writhes with pain, 
And dies among his worshipers. 

.Many new faces are here, and a large majority of them, I am 
glad to know, are with us on this the most important question 
that confronts the American people. The emi saries of the 
steamship companies and of those who in their greed would 
weigh down the backs of labor with this foreign burden will 
sing their siren notes in your en.rs, my new friends. They will, 
besiege you with their telegrams, with their appeals, and. 
their threats; but the man who by the sweat of his fnce eats 
his daily bread is behind you and looks to you to right his 
wrongs. The absentees defeated this bill before. Let uo man 
shirk his duty or 'sulk in his tent or be awar from his post 
when the fight comes on. Let Ame1:ican standards of living 

. ,,._ 
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and . of morals be 'preserved by those whom the pe_ople : h::tve 
placed on the watchtowers of our Nation. The following facts 
will be of interest to all who will study them: _ 

Of the 213 l\lembers of the House that voted in favor of pass
ing the immigration bill o\er the veto, February 19, 1913, almost 
two-thirdB-tllat is, 126-were Democrats. Of those 136 Demo
crats 125 are Members of the present House. Of the 76 . Re
publicans voting "aye "-that is, in favor of the bill--45 are 
Members of this House; that is, of the 213 voting " aye" 170 
are 1\lembers of this House, and of those liO almost three
fourths are Democrats. 

Of the 114 that voted "nay "-that is, against the bill-less 
than one-half-that is, 53-were Democrats, 60 being Repub
lican , and 1 Socialist. Of that _ 114, .Sl are Members of this 
House, 45, or approximately one-half, being Democrats. 

Of ·the-157 new Members 71 declared for the literacy test and 
the bill during the last campaign, and only 15 are known by the 
friends of the measure to have declared against it. Forty-two 
of the other 71 new Members are reported as in favor of it. 

It is interesting to note from these figures that a much larger 
proportion of Republicans than of Democrats voted against 
passing the bill over the President's veto, thus showing that 
the real friends of labor are those who follow the standard of 
Democracy. An analysis of the vote will show further that 
those who in this debate most loudly vaunt themselves the 
friends of labor are the ones who gave the workingman the 
Joab thrust when he most needed their aid. 
, Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, it had not been my original 
idea to discuss the tariff bill now before the House. It bas 
seemed to me that much of the discussion indulged in· was of 
little avail. My observation bas been that. very few votes are 
changed in this House by the discussion in general debate. 
Most of us have had our minds pretty thoroughly made up us to 
how we are going to vote, and I presume, at this rpoment, 
practically every man in this House has determined in his own 
mind whether he will vote for or against this bill. Thnt being 
the case, it seems to me that the time. indulged in in this par
ticular form of discussion is of little practical value. To my 
mind it is unfortunate for the country that a tariff discussion 
seems nece:::::sarily to follow partisan lines. The tariff is a big, 
complicated,. economic proposition. It is so broad and big and 
touches the life and the energy of the people of the Nation in 
so many places that it seems to me it ought to be considered in its 
purely economical aspect, aside from partisan bias or prejudice. 
However, it seems impossible to divorce the tariff from politics. 
The political parties of to-day have arranged themselves, as 
they have for a hundred years in the past, largely upon tlle 
tariff . proposition, and political alignments are largely based 
upon the views which the individual holds with respect to . the 
tariff. That being the case, it is perhaps not so surprising that 
we find in this House to-day men who heretofore have ex
pressed decided opinions upon various phases of the revision 
of the tariff, saying now that they will vote against this bill, 
because perchance there are some things about it which they do 
not approve. 

I desire to say to those who have heretofore expressed them
selves in favor of a reduction of the tariff that the issue which 
they must meet when the roll is called upon the provisions of 
the Underwood tariff bill amounts in substance to this: A vote 
" aye " means a vote in favor of the Underwood bill; a vote 
"no" means a vote in favor of the Payne-Aldrich bill. There 
can be no other issue, it seems to me, because everyone knows 
that if the Underwood bill does not become a law, it means 
that we shall be forced to continue under the exactions of the 
present Payne-Aldrich law. 

Those of you who have condemned the Payne-Aldrich law as a 
burden upon the American people, as a bill that has been framed 
largely in the interest of the enormous trusts and protected 
interests, as a bill that disregards the interests Of the great 
consuming public of the land, as a bill that extorts millions 
upori millions from the laboring people of this land every year 
in unjust and extortionate taxation. If you vote "no ·,, upon 
the roll call, you are taking back all that you have said about 
the bill and are willing that it shall remain as it is for the 
future. 

Everyone realizes how difficult it is to write a tariff bill. I 
suppose there is no.thing that is more difficult in the way of 
legislation. It involves such a mass of detail and req1:Jires such 
a · wonderful amount of investigation .that.it is, indeed, a tre
mendous task for a body of men · to undertake. And yet I ven
ture to say that those who haYe examJned -this bill with ·care 
will say, in . candor, that the Ways and .Means .. Committee of 
this House have brought forth a bill that is well calculated to 
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produce the necessa'.l."y amount of revenue for the. Government 
and is framed along honest and sensible lines. 

Each of us may differ as to the individual or particular 
schedule, but take it all in all, I think that we can say that 
it is a good bill. It is a fulfillment of the promises of the Demo:. 
cratic Party to revise the tariff and reduce the tariff. It bears 
no evidence of the influence of special interests or the favoring 
of one class above another. It is calculated to relieve the 
American people from the heavy burden of the tariff taxation 
that has been placed upon them for these many years. 

Four years ago, the Republican Party faced the same situa
tion_ which the Democratic Party faces to-day. They had gone 
before the people in the fall of 1908 with the promise to reduce 
the tariff burdens then resting upon the American people. Mr. 
Taft, the candidate for President on the Republican ticket, in 
numerous speeches, pledged himself to give the people this re
lief. · There can be no question but that the people relied 
largely upon his promise, in returning the Republican Party 
to power that year. Following Mr. Taft's inauguration, with 
a Republican majority in the House, and the Senate having a 
Republican majority, the President called Congress together in 
extra session to reduce the tariff. It is unnecessary for me to 
go into the details of the failure of the Republican Party to 
keep that promise. It is a matter of history that their record 
in this particular was condemned by the American people as a 
breach of faith .and as a broken pledge to the voters who had 
given them their support. 

The election of 1910 demonstrated that the American people 
were dissatisfied with the result of that work. They re
pudiated the action of the Republican Party in enacting the 
Payne-Aldrich law, and the Democratic House was sent here 
as a stern rebuke to a party that had failed to keep faith with 
the people. 

The Democratic House elected in 1910 endeavored to carry 
out" their promise to the American people. They passed a num
ber of tariff bills containing real and substantial reduction of 
tariff · taxation. These bills were so good, so equitable that 
many on the Republican side of the aisle joined in helping pass 
them through the House. They were so good that a sufficient 
number of Republicans in the Senate joined with the Democrats 
and passed them there. And yet, notwithstanding this, the 
President of the United States, in defiance of public opinion 
and the judgment of Congress, vetoed these bills. 

In the election of 1912 President Taft went before the Amer
ican people upon bis record. The Democratic Party went be
fore the people upon their record in the House of Representa: 
tives; the result is such as to leave no doubt in anyone's mind. 

The Democratic Party is here to-day in control of m-ery 
branch of the Government, largely because of the failure of the 
Republican Party to keep their promise to the American people 
in reducing the tariff taxation. ,<\.nd, gentlemen, we are going 
to keep our promise to the American people; we are going to 
do so honestly and fearlessly. 

In the campaign of 1912 the Democratic platform included 
the following statement: 

We declare it to be a fundamental principle o! the Democratic Party 
that the Federal Government under the Constitution has no right or 
power to impose or collect tariff duties except for the purpose of reve
nue, and we demand that the collection of such taxes shall be limited 
to the necessities of government honestly and economically admin
istered. 

The high Republican tariff is the principal ·cause of the unequal 
distribution of wealth ; it is a system of taxation which makes the 
rich richer and the poor roorer; under its operations the American 
farmer and laboring man are the chief sufferers ; it raises the cost ot 
necessaries of life to them, but does not protect their prnduct or wages. 
The farmer sells largely in free markets and buys almost entirely in the 
protected markets. In the most highly protected industries, such as 
cotton and wool, steel and iron, the wages of the laborers are the low
est paid in any of our industries. We denounce the Republican pre
tense on that subject and 1:1.ssert that American wages are established 
by competitive conditions and not by the tariff. 

We favor tbe immediate downward revision of the existing high and, 
in many cases, prohibitive tariff duties, insisting that material reduc
tions be speedily made upon the necessaries of life. Articles entering 
into competition with trust-controlled products and articles of American 
manufacture which are sold abroad more cheaply than at home should 
be put upon the free list. . . 

We recognize that our system of tariff taxation is intimately con
nected with the business of the country, and we favor the ultimate 
attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation that will not 
injure or destroy legitimate industry. · - . 

We denounce the action of President Taft in vetoing the bills to 
reduce the tariff in the cotton, woolen, metals, and chemical schedules; 
and the farmers' free-list bills, all of which were designed . to give 
immediate relief to the masses from the exactions of the trusts. 

The Republican Party, while p1·omising tariff revision, bas sbown by 
its tariff legislation that such revision is not to be in the people's 
int~rest; and having been faithless to its pledges in 1!)08, it should no 
longer enjoy the confidence of the Nation. We appeal to the American 
people to su~port us in our demand for a turn: for revenue only. 

: This pledge contained tw-0 essential ideas: First, the estab
lishment of duty designed primarily to produce reyenue for the 
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Gornrnmen't; Second, the attainment of this and by legislation Ur. · UI\'DERWOOD. Thnt wo·ald. be satis~aCtory, if we ad· 
that wil1 not injure or destroy any legitimate industry. journ at a quarter past 11. 

In the report of the · Ways and Means Committee, accom· .Mr. GARDNER. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska 
panying this bill, we find this significant statement: {Mr. SLOAN). [Applause on the Republican side.] 

'l'he dividing line between the positions of the two great parties on l\fr. SLOAN. l\Ir. Cha irman, this tariff bill, characterized by 
this question is very clear a nd easily ascertained in theory. Where the its two most important fea tures, is an act to provide penalties 
t!lritl' rates balance the differt>nce in cost at home and ao road, including for producers and subsidies for importers. 
an allowance for the ditrer·ence in freight rates, the tariff must be com· F 
petittve, and from tbat point downward to the lowest taritl' that can airness to the majority demands a plain statement of its 
be levied it will continue to be competitive to a great or less extent. point of view. ''The revision is in the interei;;;t of the· con um
Wbere compet ition is not interfered with by levying the tax above the ers," said Chairman UNDERWOOD in his opening speech on April 
highest competitive point, the profits of the manufacturer are not 23, 1913. The i'nterest of the consumer 1·s our fir·st conce1·n, 'pr.otected. On the other band, when the duties levied at the custom-
hou se ore high enough to allow the American manufacturer to make a said President Wilson April 21, 1913. "The tariff duties are 
profit before his competitor can enter the field, we have invaded the laid for en I 11 1 t if t ti b · 1· · 
domain of the protection of profits. In our judgment t he protection of rev ue on y, a e emen S O pro ec on emg e im1-
any profit must of necessity have a tendency to destroy competition nated," say~ the report of the Ways and :Means Committee 
and create monopoly, whether the profit p1"<>tected is reasonable or accompanying the bill. 
unreasonable. "The future growth of our great indush·ies wm be found 

I want to say to those progressive Republic::ms who sit in beyond the seas," says the report on page 18. In practically 
this Chamber, and in the body at the other end of the Capitol, every speech supporting the bill the consumers' interests are 
that the issue which they will have to meet is clear and unmis- held paramount. In one· noteworthy exception, when Congress
takable. man DONOVAN, of Connectieut, a Democrat, asked Cb :1 irman 
• For years they have been joining with us in the condemnation UNDERWOOD why, in the laying of duties, wages in this country · 
of the Payne-Aldrich law. They have won favor with the people and those abroad had not been ascei·tained or considered, he 
largely because they have promised to favor a real and sub- was told by the chairman that that kind of reasoning belonged 
stantial reduction of tbe tariff rate. on the Republican side of the Hou e. 

The opportunity is now presented to them to show their good So that wage earner and farmer, constituting the distinctive 
faith. It will not do for th~m to hide behind captious objec- producers of this country, ·were dfrected to wafre their claims to 
tions to particular sche:lules. Such tactics will play into the steady employment and good wages by the one and their right 
hands of the standpat Republica.ns, who, above all things, want to fair prices for their farm product'3 by the other. rrhese are 
the rate to remain unchanged. to be held secondary to the importer, who should have an op-

I want to say to you low-tariff Republieans it is up to you portunity to minister unto the consumers at prices having no 
now to demonstrate to the country whether or not you were regard to wages or crop prices in this country. Of course all 
sincere in your protestations or not. men are consumers, but the clamor for reduction of wages and 

Some of you who are going to vote against this bill will prices do not come .from those constituting the consuming pro
try to justify your vote by saying "I am in favor of lower ducers. The express dem:rnd for reduction of prices and the 
duties, but this particular bi11 is not just to my liking." Such necessarily implied demand for reduction of wages come !rom-
an excuse is worse than absurd; it is dishonest. First. The idle rich. ' 

Is there a Progressive or a progressive Republican in the Second. Those who have their means invested in interest-bear-
United States who honestly believes that if his party were in ing securities. 
power a tariff bill would be framed which would meet the Third. Salaried class, who, from theil' official position or their 
individual views of any one of their number? relations to various avenues of public information. have raised 

Every man who knoWs anything knows that if he were to live a mighty clamor against what is called the "high cost of 
to be as old as Methui;;;eleb, and were to become as wise as Solo- living.'' 
mon, and should attain the statesmanship of Daniel Webster, and · Of these it ~hould be said, while they are not so numerous as 
were to remain in Congress as long as Joe Cannon he would the wage earner or the farmer, they have been most active and 
never have an opportunity to vote for a tariff bill which suited emphatic. This activity and emphasis constitute the basis for 
him in every particular. this present tariff bill 
. A tariff bill of necessity can not represent the individual With this viewpoint it is not difficult to understand the foTce 
views of any one man. It ts bound to be so framed as to meet of the Ways and Means Committee's statement, on page 18 of 
the composite views of a large number of men. its report, that "it is our delibera te judgment that the future 

So what is the use of trying to fool the people about thiB success of our great industries will be found beyond the sens." 
matter. You are either for the people -0r against them in this For more than a century and a quarter we have been taught 
fight. Every high protectionist, eve1-y standpatter will vote that it is better for America to 'see that her industrie. · pros
a gainst this bill, and he wil1 do so because he favors the Payne- pered within her borders than to see them prosper in foreign 
Aldrich law and wants it to remain on the statute books. -If countries, whether they were the1·e run by A.rnerican or foreign 
you Progressives and progressive Republicans want to join capital. American production in America sold to Amerie:rns 
with them and desert your previous colors you are of course keeps America ns here, production here. and the money paid for 
at liberty to do so, but the issue thus formed must be met and that production here. This view is distinctly and frankly chal-
no one will be permitted to evade it. lenged and repudiated in the new bill. · 

No Democrat is at all underestimating the responsi' 1ility now As Chairman UNDERWOOD well sa id, "This bill marks the 
resting upon his pa tty. A reduction in tariff exactions always beginning of a new era in this country." He will prob, bl1 
brings on protests and criticisms. We realize fully the char- pardon us if the public sees newness as the only quality to 
acter of attacks that will be made upon us and upon this bill. recommend the novel tariff system. · 

But we are strengthened by the consciousness that the people In harmony with tbe beginning of impqrtant new legislation, 
are alive to the real situation, and are fully capable of analyzing the Ways and l\Ieans Committee cnll a ttention to conditions 
the motives which will inspire them. alleged to be undesira ble. point out principal offenders. anfl then 

We have been commissioned to perform an arduous and d1:ffi- propose and state the remedy. "High prices " is the dist incth·e 
cult task. - evil sought to be O\ercome. To d irect the public mind to the 
- We propose to carry out our pledges to the American people principal offenders the Ways and Means Committee in its report 
fai thfully and honestly, and we will do so in full confidence sets out its first t able of figu res. '.fhis table shows value since 
that upon our work the American people will place the seal of 1897, the year when the Dingley la w was passed. The follow-
their approval. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.] ing is a copy of tha t table: 

l\Ir. GARD~TER. Mr. Chairman, I will ask how the time R elative whole8ale p ti ces and vcr cent of increase over 1897. 
stands? 

The CHAIRMAN. Tbe gentleman from New York [Mr. 
P AYNE] has used 19 hours and 55-i minutes. The gentleman 
from Alabama f.1\fr. UNDERWOOD] has used 20 bours and 14 
minutes. 

Mr. GARDNER. That would take 18-! minutes on our side 
to even up. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
l\fr. GA.RDl\'ER. Do I understand it is .satisfactory to the 

gentleman from Alabmna to continue in session after we have 
evened up and then divide the remaining time-an hour and a 
half-equally . between tbe majority and the .minority, which 
would bring us until a quarter past "11? 

. 

Commodity. 

Farm products .. _ . _ ..••• _ .••••••..•••••.. 
Food ....••.••..•......•..••.••.•..••.•••. 
Clothing •.• ~ .......... ··-········~··-. --
Meta.ls and implements ...•... _ •.....•. _ .. 
Drugs and chemicals __ ... ___ .... _. __ . __ .. 
House-furnishing goods._ •. _ •• ____ .. __ . _ .. 
M.iseellaneoos ••••••• _ ·- __ ••••• _ •• _ •••. • _. 
.Ml commodities._.;_ .. __ ..•.......•..•.. _ . 

Priee. Price, 
1897. 1900. 

---

85.2 109.5 
87. 7 104. 2 
91.1 106.8 
86.6 120.5 
94. 4 115. 7 
98.8 106.1 
92.1 109.8 
89. 7 110.s 

rn. In-
crease Price, crease 

. over 1910 • over 
1897. 1897. 

--- --- ---
Peret. Peret. 

28.5 164. 6 93.2 
18.8 128. 7 46. 7 
17. 2 123. 7 35.8 
39.1 128.5 48.2 
22.5 117.0 23.9 
18.1 111. 6 24.2 
19.2, 133.1 44.5 
23.1 131. 6 4.6.1 
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Again; on page 23, in the same report, speaking of agricul
tura l products, the report says: 

In the effort to rellcve the consumer and to mitigate the high and 
rising cost of living Schedule G, which deals with :;i.gricultural produc~s, 
bas been thorGughly revised, and important reductions have been maae. 

As further emphasis to offending Schedule G, which is the 
agricultural schedule, Chairman UNDERWOOD, on the 23d of 
April, 1913, in the opening paragraphs of his first speech in sup
port of the tariff bill, emphasized the assault on Schedule G m 
the followjng language: 

So far as the people were concerned, the main reason why a revision 
of the customs laws was both demanded and expected W8;S because ?f 
the increased cost of living since the enactment of the Dmgley bill m 
1897. During that period I find from statistics that the val}le of farm 
products had increased 93 per cent; food, 47 per cent; clothmg, 36 per 
cent; metals and implements, 48 per cent; drugs and chemicals, 24 
per cent; house-furnishing goods, 24 per cent. 

My discussion will relate largely to the agricultural schooule 
for the following reasons : 

First. It is the primary and greatest of all industries, involv
ing the direct interests of 35,000,000 people and an annual pro
duction of more than $9,000,000,000 of value. 

Second. It is the principal industry of the great Northwest
dominant in my State and overshadowing in my district. 

Third. It is the industry whose products are most drastically 
assailed in the Underwood bill. 

Fourth. It is the industry with whose " growth beyond the 
seas" I am much less concerned than its growth and develop
ment within our own borders. It is the industry where the 
best opportunities, physically, socially, and morally, for our own 
people are, and which should be made attractive for those now 
living there to remain and to which those now living in con
gested cities should be effectively invited. 

In the discussion of this question I assume that the drastic 
reduction of duties on farm products will reduce prices of 
farm products. In the first place, that is the expressed pur
pose of the supporters of the bill. 

Second, reduction of duties is an imitation fo-:.- importation. 
Increased importations of farm products at the great consum

. ing centers of our country can not fail to hammer down prices. 
Moreover, it is claimed by those engaged in indoor manufactur-
ing and admitted by the sponsors of this bill that the even 
moderate reductions of duties on their products will reduce their 
selling prices. So that having arri"rnd at a period in our agri
cultural history and development when, even with the present 
duties, we have competition betw:een our farm products and 
similar imported products, it is apparent to all that to radically 
reduce or remove duties will multiply that importation and com
petition, with a resultant of decreased prices for farm products. 

Schedule G, speaking historically, appeared in the McKinley 
bill. It was first drafted by l\lr. LA FOLLETTE, of Wisconsin, 
now Senator, but then, in 1890, a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House of Representatives. It was 
repealed when the Wilson bill was enacted, but was reenacted 
in the Dingley law, and has been substantially retained in the 
present tariff law. At the time of its first enactment and until 
recent years its value to the farmer was not regarded as impor
tant. It is a wise statesmanship which plans legislation not for 
the day or perhaps the year, but for that condition which a 
clear foresight gees coming. It was believed that the time was 
approaching when production of farm products and consump
tion by the people of this country would approximate each 
other. That time has arrived. This our diminishing exports of 
farm products and expanding imports for the last few years 
clearly demonstrate. 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIR.MAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle

man from Illinois? 
Mr. SLOAN. I would yield half my kingdom to him, but I 

can not yield my time. [Laughter.] 
This bill would aid the importer by causing agriculture's 

"great growth beyond the seas." Let us look to those lands 
where agriculture may prosper upon its op1)ortunity to freely 
import into this country. The reduction or removal of duties, 
we must understand, is an invitation for this foreign agricul
ture to intensify everywhere possible on the globe. because 
America's pockets have been for years the fullest of the world, 
America's palate the most exacting, and its hand most lavish. 
Let me cail nttention to the leading locations for this growth of 
the agricultural industry "beyond the seas." 

First. Canada, beyond the "unsalted seas," has boundless 
acreage of uew and virgin soil made accessible by liberal home
stead laws and ea sy terms of purchase to her citizens, and to a 
citizenship inYited from the world. 

Her products, with few exceptions, compete with all the 
products of the North\Yest. Our neighbor, Mexico, has the 

greatest coast line, perhaps, of nearly all the noninsnlar coun
tries compared with its area. Note its unusual :rnd undeveloped 
resources, especially in the agricultural and pastoral lauds. 
Australasia lying largely in similar latitude to ours, washed by 
the waves and fanned by the breezes of the South Sea, has 
almost immeasurable opportunity for cereal and meat produc
tion. It has but recently found ocean paths to our ports, bring
ing in millions of meat and cereal products to compete with 
our own; this notwithstanding our strong tariff discrimination. 
South America, with its mighty stretches of pastoral and arable 
lands in its great river valleys and moderately elevated table
lands, presents opportunity for cereal and meat production .to feed 
the world. Principal among South American countries, of 
course, as a competitor is Argentina. It is about two-fifths the 
area of the United States, in the South Temperate Zone, with a 
long Atlantic coast line and a geJ!eral slope from the Andean 
region to the ocean. It is traversed by rivers along whose Yal 
leys and intervening elevations are lands which favorably com 
pare with the most productile of our own country and which 
produce everything upon which we rely in the grea t North 
west. This land raises corn, wheat, oat9, rye, alfalfa. Libera 
laws invite citizenship, and easy homesteading is provided. Its 
lands, which surpass ours for grazing and ri val them for cereal 
production, sell from one-fourth to a third of wha t ours do. Its 
plains are covered with herds looked after for less than one-half 
of our labor cost. More than this, so much of her t erritory so 
neighbors the sea she can carry her products to New York 
Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore cheaper tllan can we trnns 
port our grains and meats from the great West to those sea 
ports. 

This can be readily seen from the following coast-line tnble of 
the United States compare<'l with the other countries considered 
the rule being that distance to port varies im·ersely with the 
length of the coast line. 

Area and coast l i ne. 

Area, 
square 
miles. 

United States............................................... 2, 974, 159 

Brazil .........•..•............. - .. ··········-··············· 
Argentina .....•.•..........•.•.••..••••.•...•............... 
Cblle ..... ·-····················-···························· Uruguay ....................••....••........................ 
Paraguay .• _ •..•...•........................................ 
Australia ................ ···-·· ............................. . 
New Zealand ••..••.••.••.•••.••••• , •.•.•••.•................ 
Mexico ..................................................... . 
Canada ..............................•....................... 

3,291 , 416 
1, 139, 196 

292, 743 
72,172 
97, 722 

2,974, 580 
104, 750 
767, 323 

3, 729, 665 

Total outside of United States......................... 12, 469, 567 

Coast 
line, 

nautical 
miles . 

DO 4, 3 

3, 7 ()() 
2, 1 40 
3,0 43 

33 ') 
Non e. 
7, 800 
2, Tl 0 
3, 1 6V 
3, 02 5 

25, 463 

This gives to the United States 692 square miles of area to 
each nautical mile of coast line, whHe the a"\"'erage of the other 
countries is 489 square miles to each nautical mile of coast line. 
Considering the above and the varying form of coast lines, tlie 
distance to port in the United States would be approximately 
one and one-half times what it averages in these other countries. 

It is this competition which the new tariff bill asks the 
farmers of the Northwest to battle with for the markets of the 
East-these markets they have done so much in the Inst 50 years 
to upbuild. They \Vere led to believe that these markets were se
cured to them, at least to such an extent that the t ariff barrier 
wouid represent the difference between our cost of production 
and the cost of production abroad. It is against this competi
tion which President WiJson in his speech to Congress imited 
the American farmers to " sharpen their wits," as he was about 
to remove their shield. 

'l'o drive the Northwest into this unfair competition and 
make it the special sufferer under this bill a few significant 
facts should be stated. 

First. A recent change in the rules of the House of Repre
sentntives gave the ·ways and Means Committee power to ap
point all standing committees and, therefore, control an the 
legislation of the House in its every department, division, and 
ramification. This appointment is carri~d out by the 14 ma
jority members of the Ways and Means Committee to the ex
clusion of the 7 minority members. 

Second. Up to the time of the passage of this act no standing 
committee appointments bave been made save nnd except the 
Committl~ on Ways and Means nnd the Committee on Rules. 
So that every member of the majority awa its his effectiveness 
in legislation until he delivers bis support and vote on this 
measure. This explains in part wby no member of the majority 
side, save members of the Ways and Means Committee, dared 
suggest an amendment or vote for one proposed by anyone else. 
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Third. in tho drafting of t:his bill the seve:a minority .mem- K. Manufactm.-ed woolen. 
L. S·ilks. b-ei· were entirely nneonsuUed ~md -excluded. . M. Pulp. papers, and books. 

Ir'ourtb. Of tl1e 14 Iruljority members the -Ohio memner, Mr. N. Sundries. 
ANsm."lill ·, throu~h iUnPss, llus beea practicnlly unable to ap- -Or, to state it in another w::iy, the discriminating duties on 
pe.'1r in drafting or otherwise being -00nee1,ned in tl.le bill~ . Of articles largely pTOduced in the East and South are cat less 
the iQther 13, 7 are distinctly southern ·in residence and political than one-half as much as on agricultural products. Again, only 
be'iefs and pn~judice. The eighth member, Mr. lliRRISON of . :ubo11t 15 per cent of the Payne tariff-law protection remains on 
New York. is prof-essedly -a free trader .and, by more than ordi- · Schedule G, .and including .raw wool, while on the "Other articles 
nary affiliathm through ancestral conditions, -southern in preju- ·60 pe.r cent -0f the Payne protection is retained. 
d.iee. The ninth • .l\!r. PETERS, i)f Boston, comes from that. city At this time it would be proper to state that during the last 
\vhlch recently ~lected a DPmocratic Congres man on the rnsue few years the importations and duties collected on farm prod~ 
.of che:rp food -product.s .and tree wool. The tenth i:i€mbe:-. ~r. acts have been increasing more rapidly than in the other sclled
PALMER. of Pennsylnrnia, comes from the Schwab iron district 1.1les, so that if this :bill was really for revenue only, the duties 
of Pennsy~rnnia, and his interest in the welfar~ of the farmer-s should remain as a source <>f expanding revenue. 
and wRge e<irners of the counh·y has not been apparent to the 'Of this, howernr, ·more :hereafter. 
unaided human perception. It will be further noted that :an • To estimate the effect .upon competition at our ports, under 
the members drafting this bill reside in the eastern two-fifths · reduced or removed duties. we first note the course of importa
of the United States. If you draw a Hne from Can{lda to St. tion in recent years under the old law; second, the export 
.James, 1\finn.. from i:he:re to Jefferson City, Mo., · ·and from record of our rivals in the same class of articles, for i:he re
there to Uvalde. Tex., thence to the Mexican line. you will duction or TemovaJ of the duty is either the increase or crea-
3enxe to the West ·60 per cent of the ·area of the U°:it.ed Stat~s tion of our riva1s' opportunity. Under the proposed law, cattle 
entireiy unrepresented by any member who partie1pated lll duties ::ire reduced about 66 pel' cent. The following table 
drafting this 'bill. sllows oar increasing imports and our decreasing exports. It 

Fifth. · In this "'60 -per ~ent of the area of tbe United Stfltes will .further Show th~ increasing exports of nurthree rivals in this 
there reside 18.000,000 people. There is there 'Produced 64 per line-Argentina, Australia, 'and ·Mexico. It requil'es no .great 
.cent of the wheat raised in the UnHed States. 40 1leJ:' cent of commercial wisdom to see that increasing export headed 
the oats, 30 per cent of the corn, 70 per cent of the barley. toward our ports. 
46 per cent <>f the hay, 45 per ceilt of the horses, 31 per ceent of Eu;po1·'ts and imports of Uwi.teil .States iii catf1e /01· ce1·tain years ancl 
-the swine. 63 per cent of the sheep, 67 per cent of the wool. ea;port.'I of cattle for - same years from Argentina, Mc:rico, and 

I mention these facts because it is difficult for a party un- _A_ma_r_u_u_a. _____________ .,----------,-----
represented at eourt lo obtaln his full du~. n_nd this 60 p~r 
cent of tlle United States. so far as thls bill is concerned. 1s 
b·eated like an alien producing province, and given most severe 
and undeserV"ed punishment. 

United 'States. Argen
tina. Mexico. Austra· 

Jfa. 
i~------1---------

Exports. Imports. Exports. Exports. Exports. It should be, perbaps. mentioned that a large numb~r of the 
Democratic 'Memb~rs from the Northwest made a fut1l~ effo~·t . ----~---__c_--~---1 
to have a 1~e1u·esentatiYe on the Ways and Me~ms Committee m 
the person ·of Hon. Enw ARD TAYLOR, of Colorado, but he re

·l----1--------

ceived less thnn 10 per cent of the caucus vote. 
Perhaps no single fact would more pointedly illustrate the 

lack of sympathy and knowledge of the great Northwest _pos
sessed by the mi:tjority of the Ways and Means Oomm1ttee 
tllun the statement made by one of its members, M~·· P:U-MER, 
of Pennsylvania. when be -spok.e of Denn~r. as bemg m the 
heart of the great 1umber and furest ·section uf the West. 
This is ,entertnining to those of ns who live on the plRlns of 
the D, kotas. Nebraska, Wyoming, Kansas, Texas, .Oklahoma. 
and Kew Mexoco. w'h1cb more than one-half surrounds Derffer. 

'.rhe foregoinu -figtll'es. indirating the noncongested P<JPUla
tion and the v°ery hirge farm production. will readily show 
that this section is the one which furnishes the sul'plus not 
consumed in the vicinity of its production, but which is sold 
to the consuming centers. 

With these facts in vlew. however unjust it may ha>e been, 
it was not wholly unnfltaral, pel'haps, that the following se\ere 
and merciless discrtmmation should have been made against 
'this section. 

1905_ ·····-··········--·---·-·-
1006_ ·-- - - - ··- -· ··- ·-- ··--····· 
1907. -·- ···- ----·~·· --· -- . ··-· 
1908 .. -- .... -- - --·-·-····-. - - ---
1909 ••.•.••. ____ • · ••• ··- •• - - · --· 
1910 •• ·-- . ·- ------ .•• ··- -·· --- .• 
J.91L. -·-~· •• ·- - ·- ·-··- ---- ·-
1912 ••••• • • ··-·--·- ·-. ···- --· ·-

lNotlata. 

Number. 1'tumber. 
56"7' 806 ~7' 855 
$!., 239 ; 29, 019 
423, 051 .xi, 402 
349, 210 '92, 356 
-20!1. 542 129, 184 
139, 430 195, 938 
.150,.100 .182, 923 
105, W6 '318, 37.2 

Number. Number. :Number. 

132,-450 
89, 'i'33 

184,112 
261, 416 

136,051 
193,326 
136,051 

(1) 

~Number of c:i.ttle not given, but value of export fofl9l2-0f cattle ovcro times v.Wue 
of 191L 

.Applying the same rllle :for -packing-house pwducts we find 
.decreasing -export, increasing impnrts, ;and expansion :0f -OUr 
rtnu s' exports. 
E~po1·ts and itlipor'Uf {Jf Urn :United :States in ;packi11g-4iou8c :products for 

.cerklifi tJeaf·.~ and eo:parls of pa-0king-.h-Ott e products /or same veo;rs 
from Argentina., Atts.tralia, and :New Zealand. 

. . 

ULitcd .States. Argentina . . Australia. New Zea-
land. 

E~ts. .Imports. Exports . Exports. Exports. 
The following tnble ahows the change from the preeent h1w 

as affecting the important northwestern agricultural produets · 
P~rcent . :::::=::::::::: 

.reduction. 1910_. ·- ·- _____ ... 

179, 89S, 782 
170, 308, 231 

Sl,2l4,5&3 ~U,'i!I?,000 :V.6, ~96,:000 $12,589, 000 
75, 798,841 30,621,000 13, 148, .000 14, 872,·000 

.... ts ......... e Ust 100 HHL .. ________ _ _ 
Fl~~1r.1 ft~ 1isL:::=::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:=::::::::::=:::::= 100 1912-. -- --- --. -

113, I23, 937 127, 975, 068 33,308, 753 2t>, 101,416 19,009,013 
131, 056, 795 86,07 ,298 40,211,439 .28,'90'2,8W lf',820 599 
137,.M!, 077 117,..270.,572 45,210,933 (1) {1) f ~}~~~~~~~~~~~1~~~=~~~==~~ :n -.~-ra-~-~-:-e-~-~-P:-e:-ai-:e.!..~r-~s-:-~-~0-1~-~-s 0-11....Y-.~-o~rn-:~-:-f_!_~_,_!_:a-1~-~-~-!i-7i_e_t.,:_:_€_~:-6:_:_Pi:_r_2_~.._en_P_f:_i __ e-::S-t: 

Dairy pi·oducts .and .eggs.___________________________ 50 Perhaps its effect can be most forcibly stated in 'tbe 'follow· 
Pouli::ry ------------------------------------------------ 63 ing table: 

Figuring the reductions and remm·als {)f duty, ~gether with E:cports of .beef from United .States .and Argentina -to the Un.ite.a .King. 
the ·1-elatfre amounts {)f >alue -affected thereby 111 the north- dom /or nertain 11ears. 
western .section. it cnn be fairly estimated that the average 
reductiou amounts to from -80 per cent to -85 per cent of the 
former duties, while th'e reductions .of the former duties on the 

United States. .Argentina. 

products <:omiug .from ·the East and South ~mounts to o~y fmm Hundreilweight. Hunilreilweigkt. 

rr ti11~~~~~:::~:~~r~et~~~;~c~efy · 1:;•f t!~-~::1~~~~~~i~;r+1! 'ii. 1111 
·1. ·Cotton. I 
J. F:lax, ll~p, and 'ute. 
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This table shows what became of our export beef trade placed 
in competition with Argentina's beef trade in the markets of 
the United Kingdom. These ports are free and open to the 
world, just as the Underwood bill would mak~ the ~arkets 
of San Franc1sco, Seattle, Boston. New York, Philadelphia, and 
Baltimore. The pathways of the sea require no right of way 
to be purchased, no track to be laid. Sea freight is notoriouslY 
chea·p. Its cheapness is not subject to the control of any com
mission enabled to prevent discriminations. So all the advan
tages lie with the great shipper against the small. We note 
that Australia can ship her meat products to our ports cheaper 
than we of the West can send them over- the iron tracks. How 
the American with his high-priced land, high-priced labor, and 
expensive tra'nsportation can so "sharpen his wits" to meet 
these adverse conditions might constitute a good basis for a 
new chapter on political revelations. 

Cattle on the dutiable list and meat on the free list, is a 
reversal of the rule announced by Chairman UNDERWOOD of a 
low duty on the so-called raw materials, a higher duty on the 
finished product. It is a distinctive blow against the farm~r 
who would desire to feed cattle, as to some extent under this 
bill he must buy his feeders in a market slightly protected, 
but he must sell the finished product of his industry in a free
trade market. They say an ingenious Canadian is watching this 
bill with a great deal of interest. He has constructed an ele
Yated platform just across the line in Canada, where he will 
kill the cattle in Canada, and they will fall from the trap into 
the United States as beef, avoiding the duty. This is but a 
crude statement of what the large and powerful packing inter
ests would, in effect, do; their 8.battoirs would be close to the 
American line in Canada or Mexico; their live stock would be
come meat in the foreign country; it being shipped free would 
escape the duty. . 

.Many ha>e wondered why cattle are to receive the slight p_ro
tection and beef be denied it altogether. l\Iy own construction 
of this is that when the Mexican longhorns were being politi
caUy started across the Rio Grande, they found "GARNER at the 
gates." That he did the best he could to slug the marauders 
of his own industrial household is apparent. I only regret that 
his protective vision was not broader and more general. Still, 
I admire his Americanism in insisting that a Texas ranger is 
at lea st 10 per cent better than a Mexican greaser. 

Of meats generally, as will be seen from the table, our im
ports show an increase, while our exports show a decrease. 
On the other hand, our rivals show an increase of exports of 
meats. 

Another important reason why we should not have free meats 
from all the world is that uone of our rivals require the severe 
tests of inspection with right and power of condemnation that 
is required under our pure-food law of our own meat producers. 
The Ways and Means Committee in charge of this bill rejected 
a proper amendment $Ubmitted from this side of the House to 
at least not further grant a premium to the advantage of the 
foreign producer, enabling him to flood our shores with meats 
of bad or, at least, doubtful quality. 

It is passing strange throughout this whole bill what an aris
tocrat the importer becomes. He pays no taxes to America, is 
under no obligation to its Government or subdivisiol!s. He may be 
its most inveterate enemy, but is given the advantage in numer
ous ways over the home producer in the preparation of his 
article of commerce and is welcomed at our ports, while handi
cap after handicap, legal and otherwise, is imposed and en
forced upon the home producer. · What manner of men are these 
of the Ways and Means Committee, who rail at special privilege 
to American citizens and make speed· to grant them to the for
eign producer, .who lives on a foreign shore, employs labo~ of 
his own kind, drains America of its money, deprives the laborer 
of his job, and the American producer of his opportunity? They 
thee. threaten the American producer with special governmental 
investigation, to be followed with severe punishment should he 
perchance see fit to slacken his business, close up his doors, or 
seek perchance to reestablish his industry on a foreign shore, 
there to obtain equal opportunity. Is that threat because they 
do not want our American producer under the new regime to be 
()n equal terms "beyond the seas" with the foreign produce"r? 

It might be interesting for our cattle raisers to know the 
mo t important piece of evidence which seemed to influence the 
Ways and l\Ieans Committee in its reduction of cattle duties 
and removal of duties on meat. Able and clear evidence was 
given in opposition to free meats and the reduction of duties on 
enttle by Judge Cowan, the attorney for .the National Lim Stock 
A ociation, and others, which would seem convincing to any
body who either resided in the Northwest or was· conversant 
with its conditions. But the testimony which seemed to have 
swayed the committee was that of ope Daniel J. Haley, of the 

United Master Butchers' Association .of America. Quoting from 
his testimony, on page 2598 of the hearings, will be very inter
esting to cattle raisers and meat producers. He said: 

The present tariff rate on food animals is practically prohibitive and 
the teeming hordes of cattle from Mexico, at our very door, and the vast 
plains of northern South America are barred from entering. Those 
cattle-reports to the contrary-eompare favorably with the home 
supply. 'l'be removal of the tari.fr on meats and food animals would not 
materially affect the American farmers., tor as a class they are not in 
the cattle-raising .business. 

Of course, Mr. Haley should have known the incorrectness of 
that statement. Most of the farmers of the United States are 
engaged in the cattle business, and it is further known by every 
intelligent farmer that if he does not to some extent engage in 

•the cattle business he can not long continue in the farm busi
ness, because its fertility will have vanished. Although oar 
prices for cattle are quite satisfactory, the margin of profit has 
not been large; in fact, very close, if we did not consider the 
keeping of cattle on the farm as the principal means of retain
ing its fertility. Yet this man's word was given great weight 
by the Ways and Means Oommittee. 

Wheat duty is reduced by the bill from 25 cents per bushel to 
10 cents, while flour, assuming that Canada will take off .her 
duty, will be admitted free. This is on a par with dutiable 
cattle and free-trade beef, another reversal of the raw-material 
theory announced by the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, a reversal made in the Northwest, not, however, 
made in u.ny important particular in the industries of the East 
and South. 

During recent years wheat in Canada has uniformly ranged 
lower in price than similar wheat within the United States 
other conditions being approximately equal. This being true, 
we must say of this bill as applied to wheat and flour "i,t 
passeth all human understanding." Under this arrangement 
wheat of course would not come in from Canada, nor would 
very much flour fail to come in. This must be obvious to any 
one whose brain is not in pawn to a caucus. It looks like a 
specious concession to the member of the Ways and Means 
Committee from Minnesota to apparently save his farmers 
wheat. It looks like old Bill Jones's dam, which Smith agreed 
to build across a small stream in my State. Smith guaranteed 
that the water would not run over the dam. He- set the bank 
posts and fastened longitudinal planks from top down to low 
water mark. He then claimed he had completed his contract. 
Jones could not see that the water lowered above or below, but 
Smith showed him that the water would not run over it. "I 
did not agree to keep the stream from running under it." I 
fear the farmers of the North will be dissatisfied with HAM 
MOND's dam. It will check the wheat, but will not interfere 
with the flow of flour. It will amount to a mere device to 
remove the milling activities over into our rival's territory and 
will be a distinct case in point where the growth of our indus! 
tries will lie "beyond the unsalted seas." That this will be 
true can be readily seen when we note the growth of flour 
exports from Canada and the practical lack of growth of its 
wheat exports. 

·united States and Oanada ea:po:rta of wheat and wheat. fiour. 

1909 1910 1911 1912 

United States: WheaL •. -bushels .. 66,923,244 46,679,876 23, 729,302 30, 160, 212 
Canada: Wheat .•• ·---·····-do . . _. 49, 137,449 60, 431, 253 49,896~9'24 66,541, 022 
United States: Flour_ .... _ barrels._ 10, 521,161 9,040,987 10, 129,435 11,006,48 7 
Canada: Flour ..••.. ___ . ___ .do._ .. 1, 738,033 3,064,161 13,854,869 3, 739, 71 0 

United States export of wheat fo.r years 1911-12 (average) was 52 
per cent less than for 1909-10 (average). 

Canada export of wheat for years 1911-12 (average) was 6 pe.r cent 
more than for 1909-10 (average). 

United States export of flour for years 1911-12 (average) was 8 per 
cent more than for 1909-10 (average1. 

Canada export of flour for years 1911-12 (average) was 266 per cent 
more than for 1909-10 (averageJ. 

The admission of free flour from Canada wm, perhaps, as 
seriously affect the miUing interest of my State· as the border 
States, because we will have to meet not only the competition of 
the border States within our competitive territory, but that 
swollen competition resulting from the Canadfan imports . . The 
products of our mills, not being up to the standard of excellence 
of the northern product, must necessarily suffer from that com 
petition. 

It will probably cause a repeal of the old rul~ which we 
learned in youth, that 10 mil1s made a eent. Under this new 
tariff arrangement 10 mills can not make a cent. [Applause.] 
In many of our towns the most effective competition in the 
purcllase of grain arises out of the local miller'~ demand. If 
his mill is closed the grain farmer must of necessity suffer. 

The following tal>le shows the course of cereal exports of the 
United States, Argentina Australia and Canada. 

• 
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Quantity of cereals e:»po1·ted, in busheZs, from certain countries. 

1900 1905 1910 1911 1912 

United States ......... 4 48,303, 196 285, 054, 56i 138, 7i8, 137 146, 358, 645 124, 010, 673 

Argenlffia ......•.•. : .. 92, 460, 623 2-03, 468, 125 188, 712, 957 130, 421, 795 356, 450, 899 
Chile ........•..•...•. 1,640,500 3,376, 000 6,087,624 2,796,410 fi~ ·x~~~--·.-.-:::::::::: 2,4m,ooo Z,266,000 3,681, 774 2 4,000, 000 

16,843,500 33,459, 500 38,3G2, 730 e3,E65,255 f) 'New Zealand ....•.... 7,9'29,000 2,093, 000 1, 7S2, 780 1,433, 263 1) 
Mexico ............... 20,000 141,000 7, 705 91,194 (1) 
Canada .•............. 29,386,000 24,052,500 55,298, 917 118, 132, 837 103, 564, 924 

Total outside of 
United States. 1 50,681,623 ~,856,125 294, 024, 487 320, 740, 754 ... .. ......• 

1 No data. t Estimate. 
United States exports of cereals from 1900 to 1910 decreased 69 

per cent. 
United States exports of cereals from 1900 to 1911 decreased 67 

per cent. 
United States exports of cereals from 1900 to 1912 decreased 72 

per cent. · 
.Argentina exports of cereals from 1900 to 1910 increased 104 per 

cent. 
Argentina exports of cereals from 1900 to 1911 increased 41 per 

cent. 
Argentina exports of cereals from 1900 to 1912 increased 285 per 

cent, and in 1912 Argentina exported two and five-sixth times as much 
cereals as did the United States. 

Australia exports of cereals from H100 to 1910 increased 127 per 
cent. 

Australia exports of cereals from 1900 to 1911 increased 284 per 
cent. 

Canada exports of cereals from 1900 to 1910 increased 88 per cent. 
Canada exports of cereals from 1900 to 1911 increased 305 per cent. 
Canada exports o.f cereals from 1900 to 1912 increased 252 per cent. 
Exports from all countries discussed-Argentina, Chile, Uruguay, 

Australia, New Zealand, Mexico, and Canada-from 1900 to 1910 in
creased 95 per cent; from 1900 to 1911 increased 112 per cent. 

It will be noted that the United States export of cereals from 
1900 to 1912 decreased 72 per cent. Argentina increased 285 
per cent, that country exporting 2~ times as much cereals as 
the United States. Australian exports increased 284 per cent 
between 1900 and 1911, 1912 figures not being available. Can
ada's export of cereals jn 1912 increased 252 per cent. 

Rice grain is retained on the dutiable list. Rice flour also re
mains on the dutiable list. Having noted dutiable cattle and 
wheat and free flour and meats their more finished products on 
the free list, one naturally wonders at the system of logic fol
lowed by the committee on rice. There is but one answer. It 
was the question which interested Commander Peary in the 
north and Capt. Amundsen in the south-purely a question of 
latitude. [Applause.] 

If we turn to sheep we find that the wool ~s on the free list, 
\mt the woolens manufactured in the East bear a heavy duty. 
That question can only be explained as a matter of longitude 
between east and west. If we examine the sugar question we 
find that the complittee wanted it free; another authority de· 
creed that the duty should remain for three years. So thi-s 
seems to ha Ye been determined on the question of time. 'Ve 
find the great committee disposing of these northwestern prod
ucts on the old maritime conditions of latitude, longitude, and 
time. Well did Hancock, in his political extremity, say the tariff 
was a local issue. But we find on the plains of Texas the 
Angora goat, upon the hair of which there is retained a protec
tive duty. This does not seem to be explained from :.my of the 
standpoints. It is said that when the matter was presented to 
the eminent tariff censor he said, "It can not be allowed on 
latitude, longitude, or time, but let us see if it will pass the 
literary test. I find it has alliteration in ' GARNER'S goats,' let 
lt pass." [Laughter and applause.] 

In poultry, dead poultry carries twice the duty that does live 
poultry, reYersing the meat and cattle rule. More alive the 
material the less the duty. In cattle the deader the material 
the less the duty. The difference between flesh and fowl, of 
which we have read so often, seems to have been. solved in the 
Underwood bill. I thought of saying something about peanuts, 
where the present high duties have been but slightly reduced. 
But that seems to be a shell game any way; their production 
is confined largely to Virginia and North Carolina. [Laughter.] 

Corn is placed on the free list. Under the present law it bore 
a duty of 15 cents per bushel. Notwithstanding that duty our 
import of corn increased from 1905 to 1910 from 15,436 bushels 
to 117,950 bushels. The duty paid the Government the latter 
year was $17,692.10. Our export of corn for the year 1912 was 
only 40,000,000 bushels, while Argentina exported 390,000,000 
bushels, bein,g nearly fi're times that of ours, our own export 
having decreased in the fast 10 years 80 per cent. Our im
ports of meats and cereals generally are expanding rapidly. 
Imports. 1911. \a1ue $2,552,776, . duties $580,071; 1912, \alue 
$1D,570,4UO, . duties $5,258,763; 1913, value $40,601,290, duties 

• 

$9,268,750-1913 is arrived at by doubling the actually ascer
tained importations of the first half of the 1!>13 fiscal year. 
If we import, under the new law, sufficient meats and cereals 

to collect as much revenue as we did on those articles in 1913, 
it will require the importation of over $200,000,000 worth of 
meats and cereals. That in itself will do away with a large 
part of Ol.tr national balance of trade. 'I'his bill was well 
described by a Democrat as "the harmony of 4,000 discordst 
and I note that it was way down in "G." Schedule G is made 
up of a combination of exceptions and apparently all rules 
barred. It seems that the committee would reyerse or violate 
any rule in order to give the Northwest the worst of it. Every 
rule of equity in the adjustment of tariff duties observed hereto
fore by either of the political parties have been brushed aside . 
In fact, t:pe leading rules claimed to have been followed in the 
make-up of this bill as fundamental have been violated in ad
justing the tariffs affecting the Northwest. 

First. Raw material is, in certain cases, slightly protected, 
while finished products are free; thus, cattle slightly protected, 
beef free; wheat slightly protected, fiom free. Chairman 
UNDERWOOD claimed f0r his bill to give free or low duty raw 
material and higher duty on finished product. 

Second. There is a pledge uot to injure any legitimate indus
try. Mr. UNDERWOOD, in his estimate of the effect of free meats 
and cereals, has submitted figures showing that meats will be 
reduced in price 11 per cent and cereals 12 per cent. That that 
will injure the agricultural industry must be patent. The 
committee seems to question its being a legitimate industry. 
When I first came to Congress I heard numerous gentlemen on ~ 
that side of the House excori::ite the robber tariff and verbally 
skin the tariff barons. I thought they were directing their 
anathemas at Pittsburgh and Wall Street, but after the draft
ing and presentation of this bill it seems that they meant all 
the time the farmers of the Northwest. 

Third. They said that radical r eductions and removals of 
duties were to be made when articles were of trust production, 
yet the greatest reduction and removals are on farm products 
where there are no trusts. In the tariff-bill report there are 
mentioned 235 so-calJed trusts, but none of them are located in 
the "producing province." In the bill slight reductions are 
made on the articles alleged to be made by the trusts. Heavy 
reductions or removals are made on those articles the farmers 
have to sell. The force of this is further seen when we recall that 
the farmers sen more than they buy. They would even reverse 
the decrees of Holy Writ to accomplish their purpose. ~'be 
·inspired l\fatthew in describing the great day when rewards and 
punishments a re to be meted out declared that upon the left 
hand should be placed the goats, the type of perversity, there 
to receive their punishment, while the sheep, long the living 
emblem of innocence and purity, should be gathered on the 
right hand for reward and protection. The Ways and Means 
Committee reversed the final judgment, placed the goats upon 
the right hand. saying, be yf!' blessed anti protected, while the 
sheep, relegated to the left, are told, depart ye cm·sed into e\er
lasting free trade, prepared by the majority and its committee. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

This bill will aid the expansion of commerce of every nation 
on the globe ~""{cept our own, because it throws open our ports, 
uncovering the greatest markets of the world to the foreign 
tradesmen, but does not open a single market in any nation of 
the world to us. More than this, it will violate many trade 
agreements we already have and place new barriers to the 
foreign trade we now have. 

Every civilized nation on earth, save the insular United King
dom alone, haYe discriminating duties in fa:rnr of their own 
producers, as the following table will show : 

Import duties on rneats and cereals: 

Country. 
Fresh 

meat per 
pound 

(about). 

Cured or 
simply 

prepared 
meats 

per 
pound 

(about). 

Average 
of cereals 

per 
bushel 

(about). 

------------------!----------
Atistria-Hangary. _ ..... ~ · -_ . .... .. __ ... : ... ....... . 
France ............... . ..... - . -.......... ..... · · · · · - -

a~F-.:::::::: ::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
a reece ... -...... - .. ........... .. .......... . •..•..... 
Italy .. ........................ .. .............•.••... 
Spain ......................................•.•.•.... 
S\veden ... . ....•.•. : .........•.......... - ····· ···- ·
Canada.· ·······-··································· 
Me..tico .. . .. .. _ ....•.•.•...•................. _ ...... . 
Argentina ............... . ........ - -................ . 
Brazil . . ................................... . ..... ... . 
Australia .........•...•.•.....••.. 

0 
•••••••••••• • • ••• 

S0.03 
.024 
.035 
. 019 

Free. 
.0'20 
.010 
.012 
.009 
.030 
.0'22 

Free. 
.023 
.040 

ro.03 
.032 
.039 

Free . 
.(}'21 
.014 
. 022 
.044 
.064 
.0'20 
.033 
.109 
.192 
.060 

:;0.211 
.177 
.245 

Free. 
Free. 

.162 

.196 

.221 

.193 

.094 

.229 

.195 

.177 

.194 
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To further show that reduction of duties on farm products 

will reduce prices, the Ways and Means Committee sub.mits 
average prices on different articles in 1896 under the Wilson 
bill and average prices in 1912 under the present law. It shows 
relative values of the several article units at the two periods: 

1896 1912 

$90.49 
46.05 
14.2.o 
10.84 
5.&5 
.095 
.25 
.189 
.229 
.so 
.387 
.1n 

I hope no one will discredit the Ways and Means Commi.ttee 
by saying that they are not convinced of the probable workrngs 
of its bill. A pertinent inquiry based upon the above table 
might b3 made as to whether this is the " restoration" referred 

. to in the recent inaugural. 
In the readjustment of the tariff the farmer finds himself in 

the position of Smith, who, in 1895, gave a $50 mortgage on an 
$80 horse. It was a good horse, too. At maturity, Smith could 
not pay the money and wanted to sell the horse to Jones, the 
mortgagee. They agreed on the value of th3 horse, and of 
course knew the amount of the note. Jones said he would buy 
the horse, but he would require discount of '-he price. Smith 
said, " I will discount if you give me a proper discount on the 
note." Jones arranged the discounts. The ilorse was to be 
discounted 50 per cent. the note 20 per cent, making the new 
basis of value-horse $40, note $40. Said Smith, "I see your 
system. Under the circflmstances you have the majority vote." 
The exchange is made. " But do me the honor to s.cknowledge 
that I see through yor..r system." · 

I should not object; in fact, I favored a reasonable downward 
reYision of the tariff with no favorites played. In the revision 
vigorous pruning would not hav~ been objected to, but LO felling 
of the tree was contemplated. You were expected to prescribe 
a healing potion to the alleged tariff patient, not to administer 
a deadly poison. 

A year ago in a speech on the floor of this House I asked the 
following question : 

Since when in American history has the man who rises before the 
dawn, subdues the forest and the sod, risks all against the chance of 
drought flood, frost, or pestilence; who, through the long day, under 
burnin"'' sun in drenching rain, and blinding storm, becomes entitled to 
less consideration than the man whose hours are short, shelter is sure, 
and the periodical payment certain in mill or factory? 

I have my answer from the Ways and Means Committee in 
the report and Jebate on this bill. "As soon a.--: tile Underwood 
tariff bill passes.'' 

This bill under a fair analysis is rm-American, reactionary, 
sectional, and class legislation. 

It is nn-Americnn. It distinctly repudiates the dochine of 
· protection which was proposed by the great Hamilton, defended 

1n and out of the Constitutional Convention by .Madison, the 
Democratic father of the Constitution; approved by Washing
ton; favored by Adams; advocated by Jackson; followed by 
Van Buren; emphasized by Lincoln; supported by Garfield; and 
perfected by l\IcKinley, while the doctrines as exemplified in 
this bill were never favored even by Jefferson or Cleveland. 

No ar1mment is submitted for the prosperity of our indush'ies 
or the maintenance of American high wages. Nearly every· 
argument favorable to the bill is based upon the United King
dom's industrial conditions. It seems so intensely English 
that our Celtic reading clerk had diflkulty in refraining from 
dropping his h's while reading the bill. [Laughter.] 

We can not follow Great Britain, because Great Britain is a 
nonproducing country and may be classified as a consuming 

·country, with fixed incomes ·very largely in the hands of' those 
who control its politics. Besides, England is practieally one 
great city with numerous suburban settlements. England as a 
unit is more thickly settled than any of the counties containing 
State capitals in the United States, except those of Massachu
setts, Rhode Island, Georgia, Louisiana, Indiana, Minnesota, and 
Colorado. and is more thickly settled than any of the counties 
in any of the States, save and except those having cities con
taining 200,000 or more inhabitants. 

Further. Great Britain is the home and birthplace of the 
great trust and combination systems, both in capital and labor, 
and which a.re used as defensive means in her industrial and 
commercial systems. Here in America our statutes, National 
and State, buttressed by numerous decisions of our highest 

courts, not only prohibit the organization of these bodies: but 
punish severely those engaged in their organization calculated 
to monopolize, control, and restrain trade. 

That the English system has not succeeded is sh-0wn in the 
following commanding facts: British wages are, on an average, 
not more than one-half that of ours. The average postal and 
savings bank deposit per inhabitant of the United Kingdom is 
$24.27, while that of the United States is $46.96. In the_ United 
Kingdom the average amount of each savings bank deposit is 
$139.58, while in the savings banks of the United States it is 
$444.72. While England has 245 paupers out of every 10,000 
population, the Un1L-d States has only 7 out of every 10,000. 

But the most forceful reason is the United Kingdom's own 
condemnation of its own system as applied to producing coun-

. tries. She will not permit any of her producing colonies to 
adopt her system, but causes them to follow the lead of the 
United States. This is proven in the high protective tariffs of 
Canada and Australia. 

The bill is reactionary. In a general tariff bill one schedule 
is played, traded, and log-rolled against each of the others until 
principle is abandoned, fairness lost sight of, and justice denied. 
This is exhibited in the present bill. The pledge made by the 
majority at the great Baltimore banquet in 1911, and followed 
in the Sixty-second Congress, was an earnest to the people 
that revision schedule by schedule should be followed. This is 
abandoned and repudiated in the present bill. Again. the best 
thought of fair men of all political parties is that a tariff com
mission should be organized to investigate and find pertinent 
facts relative to the laying of duties and kindred subjects, such 
as wages and cost of material here and elsewhere. This will be 
valuable, whether tariff should be for revenue only or for reve
nue and protection. The time is coming when such a.n organi
zation will be e.ffected. 

The bill is sectional. The great . producing Northwest is the 
special object of attack, ~d its lack of adequate representa
tion in the majority of the Ways &nd Means Committee is 
largely responsible for the iniquities of this bill. Permit me to 
say at this time that what I have said about the members of the 
committee from the great cities of the East, and especially of 
the South, is not designed to impugn their honesty or sincerity. 
If we of the West were to be adjudged by their courtesy or 
informed judgment, we would be content. We do object most 
emphatically to have our industries adjudged and sentenced 
by their uninformed prejudice. Of course, I recognize their 
point of view. The large part of the farm work, of which they 
are cognizant no doubt, is performed by black men who do not 
vote. while the actual farm and live-stock work in our sec
tion is performed by intelligent white men, constituting the best 
citizenship under the· flag. . 

The bill is class legislation. It attempts to establish an aris
tocracy of consumers, while it makes plebeians of producers. It 
seeks to return to the system of earlier days when men who 
tilled the soil and herUed the cattle were regarded as inferior to 
those who lived at ease. That was a time when taste was hon
ored above toil, and the sensitive palate more considered than 
the horny hand. It unduly exalts the alimentary canal over 
the brain which conceives and the hand that toils. It is a dis
tinction that favors the gadfiy rather than the laboring horse. 
To make you on that side better understand, it prefers the 
southern cattle tick to the Texas steer. It is a doctrine which 
would favor the habitues of Newport, Saratoga, and Atlantic 
City to the miner, herdsman, and farmer. {Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Out in my State a short time ago two typical consumers were 
traveling on an east-bound train. They were coming from Los 
Angeles to their home, there to stay a short time, and then on 
to Atlantic City. They had just finished a dinner on the diner 
and had come back to the Pullman. They had smuggled another 
one past the tipped or sleeping porter. It had a silken coat and 
was otherwise faultlessly groomed. They looked through the 
window on a typical pastoral scene. They saw a man coming 
from the field as the sun was setting. A stalwart youth of 19 
years was with him. They wore the conventional overalls. blue 
shirt, and straw hat. Perspiration and dust of the day's toil 
were upon them yet. Their teams were large, well bred, and 
well kept. In the pasture was a herd of young cattle and 
horses. A small band of sheep was in an inclosure back of a 
well-pruned, fruitful orchard. In the yard surrounding the 
great red barn, the younger children, home from school, had 
brought np the cows and were exercising an art deemed honor
able among producers, however vulgar it may seem to the sensi
tive consumer. Upon the porch of the commodious home ap
peared a Nebraska matron. She with her da.11ghte.r's aid had 
just prepared a mea1· more wholesome than the chef of the 
Raleigh, Shoreham, 01· Willard could produce. She wn Yed in 
our western way a salute to the passing train and" awaited the 
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coming of the hungry toilers . . This man had come from north
ern Europe· a quarter of a century ago. He ·had found no 
charms within the metropolis that fronts on Castle Garden and 
so went west, to 'work on railroad and farm until his sayings 
enabled Wm to establish a home and send for the girl he had 
left behind. She came and is rrow the mother of a large, bright, 

- healthy family, a type of the most important factor in the 
American home, our Nation, and modern civilization. All this 
passed before the visions of our passengers, wholly oblivious to 
its interest and charm. One, however, grasped the third, and 
holding it up to the window said: " Here, Fido, are those horrid 
producers who raise our ' cost of living,' but be reassured, both 
John and you, it will not always be thus. The new tariff law's 
first concern is for us, the consumers." [Laughter and ap
plause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
l\Ir. GARDNER. I yield the gentleman one minute addi

tional. 
Mr. SLOAN. Yield me five minutes, and I will forgive all 

l\fassachusetts has done from Bunker Hill until now. 
The scene I have feebly depicted is not an unusual one in my 

State and district, piled with the best blood from the Eastern 
States, United Kingdom, Scandinavia, Bohemia, and Germany. 
They came, they subdued the soil, withstood drought, famine, 
and pestilence, established homes, supported the Government in 
peace and war, glad to purchase the products of the East and 
South, preferring them to those of the fatherland. They have 
only in the last few years been having their innings long de
ferred. Think not that they do not see and understand the 
purpose of this committee. . 

Gentlemen, pass this bill and the American people will hold 
you responsible for results. Remember that prosperity, like a 
great structure, is easier to injure than to adorn, easier to 
dest roy than to build. Forty-eight ' states have industrial peace 
and satisfactory commercial conditions, save the hesitancy of 
the last six months. The banks are strongly buttressed with 
the obligations of solvent men and institutions, both as investors 
and borrowers. The mines yield their profitable increase. Great 
transportation systems are straining under their burdens. Farm 
and ranch are profitable. Cities and towns grow and improve. 
!Labor, the basis of all this, is continuously employed, well and 
promptly paid. The people, well fed, well clad, and regularly 
schooled, are enjoying the comforts and luxuries a few decades 
ago not had by royalty. The future, based upon 16 year's of the 
American fiscal and commercial system, is promising in the 
extreme. There are no internal difficulties, no foreign complica
tions. This proposed revolutionary change carries with it terror 
to the investor, doubt to the present producer, fear to the pur
chaser, concern to -the toiJer, and complications in the world of 
trade. There should be no great change unless it be clear that 
it must be for the better. Have you considered well what luck 
of employment or reduction of wages mean? Have you con
sidered what the dissipation of a large portion of that four and 
one-half billions of savings deposits may mean? Have you 
counted upon the real effect of a fall in crop pi'ices? If you 
ha >e, do not lean too strongly upon the broken reed of a Com
merce Department investigation to keep our industries going. 
You must remember your solemn statement made in your report, 
" In our judgment the future growth · of our great industries 
lies ~eyond the seas." 

Gentlemen, one minute more, for which I thank you, and I 
am done. The other day, in this House, I heard a cruel speech. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER] charged the 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee with being the 
author of this bill and then nominated him for the Presidency. 
Think of a man throwing a bag of sand upon his friend's shoul
'ders and, so handicapped,, tel1ing him to go out and beat a 
trained sprinter on the cinder path . . I desire to nominate that 
gentleman for an office to which he can be elected. Assuming 
that Hon. Orr.A.MP CLARK, "the noblest Roman of them all," will 
not desire it, I nominate the princely UNDERWOOD, from the sov
ereign State of Alabama, . minority leader of the next House of. 
Representatives. [Laughter on the Republican side.] Let him 
then direct his battered galleons and lead his shattered legions 
against ·a scheduled series of tariff bills, drawn by this side of 
the House, based upon the findings of fact by an expert non
partisan tariff commission. When these bills, containing mod
erate protection to all American labor and American industry, 
are pai;;sed, American ideal tariff legislation will · have been 
-accomplished. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

l\Ir. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FARR]. · 

[l\Ir;. FARR addressed the committee. See Appendix;] 
• . • . I • . 

Mr. U.NDE.RWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia [l\Ir. HARDWICK]. 

: ·The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from · Georgia [Mr. -HARD
WICK J is recognized. 
· Mr. HARDWICK. hlr. Chairman, permit me to join my 

friend from Massachusetts [l\1r. GARDNER] in felicitating Hie 
young ladies of Holyoke, Mass., who were so thoughtful as 
to send, at this critical moment, flowers to the Republican 
Party. [Applause and laughter on the Democratic side.] The 
rare appropriateness of their gift at this juncture can not well 
be denied. Flowers are always in order at weddings and at 
funerals, and certainly this is no · wedding celebration for the 
Republican Party. [Renewed laughter on the Democratic side.] 

It _seems to me that the Democratic Party in this Chamber 
and throughout the country is to be congratulated on one great 
fact that stands out in this entire debate. Whatever our 
political opponents and our critics may say about this bill, how
ever much. they may inveigh against some of its provisions, how
ever critical they may be as to particular items, they have, one 
and all, accorded to us the supreme accolade of political knight
hood in that they all concede that this bill is really a substan~ 
tial revision of the tariff downward and is in accordance with 
our plighted faith to the American people. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] Let me suggest that if four yea rs ago our 
Republican friends had kept their plighted faith with the 
American people and revised the tariff substantially dowmrnrd · 
as they promised in the election of 1908 it is my judgment that 
the Democratic Party would not be presenting this bill to-night, 
and that in all probability the Republican Party would still be 
in power in this Chamber and in every branch of the Govern
ment. It is especially gratifying, then, for us to realize that 
our political opponents have conceded to the Democratic Pnrty 
in presenting this bill the courage of its convictions and have 

-admitted that in presenting it we are carrying out our plighted 
faith to the American people, and in doing so they have paid 
us the highest compliment that one political party may pay .to 
another. · [Applause on the Democratic_ side.] 

Whether this bill shall work weal or woe for the American 
people, whether it shall mean a long and uninterrupted lease 
of power for our party or a speedy return to power of the other 
party are matters about which it is idle and futile to prophesy. 
The question is to be determined by what actually occurs and 
not by what any gentleman may think or may venture to 
prophesy about it. So far as I am concerned, it is a source 
of profound gratification to me to see that the party to which 
I belong is dealing fairly with the American people, is carrying 
out its pledges, is determined to try the fiscal system to which 
it stands committed, and to do its best, however faulty that 
best may be, to work out equal and exact justice to all of the 
American people without favor or special privilege of any sort 
whatsoever. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

For many long years tariff bills in this country ha>e been 
framed with an eye single to the interests of the American 
manufacturer and to the American producer, and with utter and 
absolute indifference to the interest of the American consumer. 
At last our party presents a bill which, although not perfect-.:as 
the work of man never is-is, after all, the fairest and most 
just bill on the tariff that bas been presented to the American 
people in a hundred years, and on that bill we stand as the 
authoritative and definite expression of our party on this great · 
question of taxation. Of course, this bill does not suit any 
political party that believes that special advantage ought to be 
given to some of our . people at the expense of the rest of our 
people. Of course, it does not accord with the views of those 
who insist that the sovereign powers of taxation should be 
used to enrich some of the people at the expense of the balance. 
For that matter, many of its details are not in accordance with 
the judgment of many gentlemen on this side of the ChHmber, 
for: no tariff bill that has e'ter yet been written, or that can be 
written, would express the exact views and preferences of every 
l\Iember who supports it. But on the whole, when the account 
is fully and accurately cast up, what do we find? We find a 
ta1·iff law in force that levies an ad valorem rate, when its pro
hibitive duties are considered, of · about 47 per cent, and we 
replace that law ·with a bill that carries a·n average ad valorem · 
rate of 24.1 per cent, justifying that statement on both sides of 
the Chamber that we have undoubtedly redeemed our pledge in 
the recent election to reduce the tariff downward, substantiaHy 
and without delay, in the interests of the American consumer. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

l\Iy friend from Michigan [Mr. HAMILTON] ventured to re
mark during this debate that certain words of President Wilson 
in his opening address fo Congress at the present session were 
unwittingly prpph~tic. ··The gentleman from 1\fichigan called 
attention to the fact ~hat the President of tlJe United States 
stated that the American people would ha>e to -whet np .their 
wits, and thereu.P.on the gentJeman from Michigan ventured to 
remark that the American people would whet up their wits and 
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would whet them up on this tariff- bill. It amused me to bear 
my friend from Michigan make that remark, -because be has 
just come out of a great political cataclysm in which the Ameri
can people have whetted up their wits on the Payne tariff bill, 
and whetted them up to such good effect and purpose that the 
Democratic Party has tl!e greatest majority in this House that 
any party has had here for many decades. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] So when it comes to the propensity of the 
American people to whet up their wits on tariff bills, my friend 
from Michigan and his party associates know full well whereof 
they speak and can qualify as expert witnesses. 

I next wish to invite your attention to another argument 
advanced during this debate, and advanced by a gentleman who 
has had enough experience in public affairs, and who ought to 
have had enough acquaintance with public questions, to have 
refrained from presenting such an utterly discredited and shop
worn argument. I refer to the gentleman from Pennsyh·ania 
[l\1r. FARR]. The gentleman insisted that protection wrrs neces
sary and had been maintained by the Republican Party in the 
interest of American labor. He seems to forget that the Ameri
can laborer is not only a producer but a consumer. He seems 
to forget that, according to the bulletin issued by the Bureau 
of LalJor, No. 79, 1\larch,1907, the wages of the American laborer 
had risen in the 10 years immediately following the pa~sage of 
the Dingley bill only lD.2 per cent, while according to Bulletin 
No. 69 of the same bureau, issued the same month and year, 
and according to the figures given by that eminent American 
statistician, Mr. Byron W. Holt, American prices on eyerything 
that the A.merican laborer had to buy rose, on the whole, 55 
per cent, so that with one Land your artificial protection gave 
him a slight increase in his wage; on the other hand it took 
from him almost three times as much as the deceptive largess 
it had bestowed. Gentlemen on the other side of the aisle 
are fond of comparing the wages paid to laborers in this 
country and abroad. They 8eem especially fond of ·comparisons 

-between this country on the one hand, and Great Britain, Ger
·many, and France on the other. In the first place, my friends. 
let me suggest to you such a comparison is manifestly unsound 
and entirely unfair. Why? Because these g-reat countries of 
Europe, Germany, France, . Great Britain, and others, are old 
countries. They represent the finished product of many cen
turies of civilizrtion. Their great natural resources have been 
exha ustecl, or have to be most carefully conserved in order 
to prevent exhaustion. Prices as a rule are low, and labor, like 
all otller commodities, is also low. Countries of this character 
;ire fairly comparable only to each other. -nrhen you come to 
compare a great, undeveloped, growing cotmtry like the United 
States, with its great natural resources almost untouched. with 
nature·s bounteous gifts scattered in profusion everywhere, with 
the demand for labor that the development of a new country 
requires, you can only compare it with countries of a si1I1ilar 
character, like Canada, Australia, New Zealand, arid South 
Africa, and if you will compare the wage of the American 
laborer with the wage of the laborer in Canada, New Zealand, 
and all of tllese new countries, you will never again boast of 
what protection has done for the wages of the American laborer. 

For in all of these new countries, maintaining tariff duties 
infinitely lower than our tariff duties, labor is as well paid and, 
in many instances, better paid than it is here. In addition to 
that, suppose you next take these great European countries that 
you are so fond of comparing with the United States and com
pare them with each other, and the latter comparison is abso· 
lutely fair and just because conditions in these great European 
countries are practically the same and they are fairly com
parable to each other. Make the comparison and what do you 
find? You find, if we may believe the reports of the British 
Board of Trade of 1904 ·(Vol I, p. 289), that if 100 shillings 
be taken as the average wage paid to the English workingman 
in London, for tbe same work the French workingman in Paris 
only gets SG shillings and the German workingman in Berlin 
only gets 57 shillings. We find also that if 100 shillings be taken 
as tlle average wuge received by the British laborer outside of 
London, then the French laborer outside of Paris only gets 63 
shillings and the German laborer outside of Berlin only gets 
63 shillings. So it seems from this great authority, probably 
the most accurate on earth, that the protecth·e tax imposed by 
Germany and by France, does not give the German nor the 
French laborer any great advantage o1·er the British laborer 
who has no tariff. On the other hand, the British laborer gets 
nearly twice as much as the German and French laborer. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] _ 

Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HARDWICK. With pleasure, for a question. 
Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma. Is the gentleman aware that the 

statistics show that in 1909 the amount of wages paid to 

7,000,000 men working in the -manufnhuing establishments ot 
this country increased 70 per cent? 
· Mr. HARDWICK. No; I am not aware of any such thing. 

I challenge the accuracy of the gentleman's statement. On the 
contrary, let me read to the gentlemen some statistics on this 
question. I read from Volume I, page 275, of the report of the 
British Board of Trade, from which report I ham already 
quoted at some length. On the particular question raised by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma it appears that in the decade 
between 1881 ancl 1900 the following has been the rate of in
crease in wages in each of the countries narneu below during 
that period : 

rer cent. 
Great Britain __ -------- ----- ------------------------------- 20. 3 

~~~~~e~~================================================== i?:8 ItalY-----------------------------------------------~------ 16. 2 
United States ---------------------------------------------- 13. 4 

From this table--and I do not apprehend that either its fair
ness or its accuracy can be questioned, for it is both impartial 
and official-it would seem that in -the matter of money wages 
our American wage earner, eyen with the alleged a1d of the 
McKinley and Dingley bills, has not advanced upward in in
crease of wage as rapidly as his brother laborer in Germany, 
Great Britain, France, or even in poverty-sh·icken Italy. [Ap
plause.] 

In the next place, Mr. Chairman, we reply that the tariff has 
been a positive disadvantage to the American wage earner, for 
it has increased the cost of living to him at a much more rapid 
rate than his wages have risen. The figures that I have 
already given on the rise of prices show an increase of 55 per 
cent since 1897. During that same period wages have not 
risen but 19.2 per cent, even according to the high estimate 
gi·rnn by the Bureau of Labor in Bulletin N<>. 79, page 7 (March, 
1!307). What folly for the workingman to believe that the Re
publican Party or any other party that undertakes to create 
1ndustries and fix values by law will not take more from him 
with the left hand in the shape of increased prices for what 
he must buy than it will ()r can give to him with the right hand 
in the shape of tariff protection and increased wages for his 
labor. 
. In the next place, we reply that the American laborer does 

not get the high wages because of tariff favoritism, but because 
he earns it and is entitled to it by reason of his greater effi~ 
ciency and larger pr<>ductive power. Although most highly 
paid, when its productiveness and the labor cost to the em
ployer is considered, American labor is the cheapest on earth. 
[Applause.] 

In this connection let me call your attention to a part ()f tho 
report of the British Board of Trade on this subject (1904, 
Vol. I, p. 280) : 

At the outset it should be understood that the problem of comparing 
the average level of wages of the different countries is a very difficult 
and complex one, not only because of the defects of the data, but also 
because of the essential ambiguity of the problem itself. 

1. We may approach the question of comparative wages from two en
tirely different points of view, leading to divergent and sometimes 
even to opposite conclusions. We may either seek to compare the 
material well-being of the wage earners or the wages cost of a given 
amount of work. -

From the former point of view we are mainly interested in the 
average money income of the wage-earning population. modHied, of 
course, by differences ia cost of living, but irrespective of difi'e1·ences in 
the efficiency of labor. If a bricklayer in France earns half the wages 
of a bricklayer in America, we should say his money wages were half 
as great, although conceivably the American might lay so many more 
bl"icks per hour that his labor might be even cheaper to bis employer. 

From the second point of view we are interested, not in the weekly 
income of the laborer, but in his wages regarded as an item in the cost 
of production, I. e., the wages cost of hewing a ton of coal, spinning a 
pound- of yarn, or laying a hundred bricks, of course under identical 
condition~. . 

How entirely dive1·gent are the above two methods of comparison 
will be realized from the fact that competent American economists are 
of the opinion that in the United States the avera~e "labor cost" of a 
given volume of production is at least as low in lliurope, if not lower, 
while the average income of the working classes is certainly higher in 
America than in any European country. However this may be, it is 
clear that the real cost of labor vanes much less from country to 
country than the level of weekly wages or of yearly earnings, and that 
a high labor cost is compatible · with low wages, and vice versa, owing 
to the variations in the efficiency pf labo1> 

I invite your attention also to the following statement a_s to 
the relative productive capacity of the British and American 
laborer, from our census report on manufactures (1902), part 
1, page lxi: 
- . He (Mulhall) estimated £107, or about $500, for Great Britain in 
1894 and £270, or about $1,300, for the United $tates, the latter being 
nParly three times the English averaO'e. In 1900 the census shows an 
average product per wage earner of ~2,450, nearly five times Afr. Mul
ball's estimate for Great Britain. 

l.\Ir. Chairman, whatever proportion of the .wealth created by 
capital and labor falls to the American wage earner comes to 
him by reason of ilo tariff favoritism, of no Repilblican bounty. 

·~ 
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[Applause.] It comes to him, whether it be great or sman, a 
fair or an unfair proportion -of the wealth he has helped to 
create, as the reward of his sweat and toil, of his brain anq. 
brawn. He never gets more than his fair share, oftener he gets 
less, and to teach him that for what he does get he ought to be 
largely thankful t-0 thB Republican Party and t-0 the Dingley 
and Payne tariff Jaws is so monstrous a heresy that I have often 
wondered if any sensible, thoughtful American workingman 
could really be decei>ed by it. It is a heresy, unfounded in 
truth, insulting to his manhood, and destructive to his self
respect. 

The American workingman leads the world, sir, to-0.ay, just 
as he has done for more than 100 years, in efficiency and pro
ductive capacity. He is in no sense an object -0f charity and in 
no way requires a governmental subsidy to enable him to make 
his living. . "In the sweat of his brow" doth be "eat bread," 
and for that bread he is beholden to no tariff, to no political 
party. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentJeman yield for a suggesti.on? 
Mr. HARDWICK. With pleasure. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Is the gentleman aware that there are 

83 000 paupers in the United States, and 885.000 paupers in 
~gland uloD.e, with 40 per cent of the population of the United 
States? 

l\lr. HARDWICK. However that may be, I do not belie>e 
that it came from any difference in our tariff syst·ems, but I 
do believe that if we had kept up the destrue,tirn system of tax
ation a.d>ocated by the Republican Pa1·ty, as it has been levied 
upon us through all these recent years, it would not be very 
long before we would have a few very rich men and about 
85,000,000 paupers in this country. [Laughter and applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Mr. FORDNEY. We had 3,000,000 unemployed laboring men 
under the Wilson-Gorman bill in 1892. 

l\Ir. HARDWICK. I suppose that was in anticipation ot the 
tariff of 1897. [Laughter and .applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, all this talk about panics has amused me a 
great deaL It seems to me that our Republican .friends argue 
in a circle whene,·er they touch th.is question of panics. When 
the question is carefully considered, it will be recalled that 
three of the great panics of this country, the last experienced, 
occurred in 1 73, in 1893, and 1907, and it .c~n not be dis:mted 
tha4: during all of these years we h.ad Republican tariff laws 
in force when the panic in question came. Of course we 
know fu11 well that in many cases panics have occurred in 
this country for reasons entirely and utterly disconnected with 
the tariff; indeed, I thlnk it would be more accurate to .say 
that such has been the case in most instances. Our Republic>an 
fri€nds do not conc.ede the correctness of that contention, and 
put themselves in the remarkable position of asserting that 
the panic of 1893 was caused by a Democratic tariff law which 
did not go into effect until August, 1894, and in the next breath 
assert that the panic of 1873 should not be charged to the 
in.riff law, although we had then and had had for many years 
a Republican tariff.. This may be sound logic; but if so, I fail 
to see it. I can not refrain from .asking them whether the 
Dingley Jaw caused the panic of 1907? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Ask Ted<ly. 
Mr. HARDWICK.. Since my friend from l\Ilchigan .suggests 

it, I will say something ahout the panic of 1907 nnd Roosevelt's 
connection therewith. I recall that when I first came to this 
House as a young, enthusiastic, and somewhat verdant Member 
from the State of Georgia Mr. Roosevelt was beginning that 
spectacular career that soon attracted the attention of the world. 
In common with the body of Arne1ican youth~indeed, I might 
say the American people generally-I was much attracted by 
him. He captivated the imagination and attraeted enthusiastic 
support from the populace. He was undoubtedly a most re
markable man., and it looked to me like at that time that he 
was about the biggest man the Lord ever did make, if the Lord 
did make him. [Laughter.I 

Mr. FORDNEY. He did not deliver his message from the 
altar. 

Mr. HARDWICK. No ; and I will tell you a secret: I be
lieve that ever since President Wilson did that Roosevelt has 
been powerful sorry that he did not think of it first. [Laugh-
ter.] · 

UndouptecUy, at the time my service in this body began Mr. 
Roosevelt was the popular idol of the country, and I must ad
mit that for quite a while I shared in the general feeling of 
admiration that was felt for him; but at last the scales dropped 
from my eyes, and I will tell you how and why. From the time 
he succeeded l\1r. McKinley as President up to th{l wint

1
er of 1907 

be certainly accomplished many important reforms, and he <eer
trunJy achieTed many substantial triumphs for popular rights. 

He ciirbed many of the great trusts and seemed inclined to stand. 
strongly for the rights of the people. It seemed to me that he was 
right on every question that C'dme up, or earnestly tried to be, and 
I felt a strong sympathy for his administration as well as a deep 
admiration for the man. I could not overlook the fact that he 
had been guilty of some gross inconsistencies and had failed 
to measure up more than once to the mark he had set for him
self. I could not forget that instead of sending the trust mag
nates to jail he had put Paul l\forton in his O.ibirtet, although 
the latter wn.s fresh from the commission of admitted violations 
of the antitrust law at the time be was so honored by our 
whilom trust buster. I could not forget the fact that he had 
tricked the railroad interests of this c0untry. pretending to 
them before the election of Hl04 that he was friendly to their 
interests and would consult with them as to tha policy of his 
auministration, and that after the election, in utter disreO'ard 
of his implied promises, he advocated the strongest leO'islation 
for their just and proper regulation. 

0 

I could not forget that he had sent for " My Dear Harriman " 
to come to the White House via the back door, and had such a 
satisfactory e-0nference with him tha t Harriman returned to 
New York and raised the money which materially assisted in 
the Republican victory in New York in the electiQn of 1904. 
But while I remembered all of these things, it seemed to me 
tha.t upon the whole if the account between this man and the 
public was accurately cast up and impartially balanced, tbe n~t 
result would show that the American people were vastly in his 
debt up to the fall of 1907. What happened in the fall of 1007? 
A panic came. A panic with the highest protective tariff that 
this country ever had in uninterrupted force for more than 10 
years, with wheat l\>'1 a bushel and cotton 10 cents a pound-a 
panic that sprang from stoekjobbing and money juggling in 
Wall Street. A panic that rendered it impossible for the peo
ple in the West and in the South to get the m<>ney · back they 
had deposited in New York, because the bunks in New York 
had lent that money to the. stock gamblers who speculated on 
Wall Street. This marvelous prosperity panic seemed to eom
pletely upset the nerve of Mr. Roosevelt. He knew that as a 
rule the great trust magnates -0f the country hated him and 
wished to discredit him. He knew · that they were infuriated at 
the prosecuti-0ns he ha-0 inaugurated against them and were 
deeply alarmed at other proseeutions that were threatened. At 
first when the artificially induced panic came- his heart was 
fi11ed with indignation, and he denounced the men whom he be
lieved were responsible for it in a message to Congress that is 
one of th-e most remarkable public documents in the history of 
our Government. He exhausted the voeabulary of invective 
and vituperation in the seathing indictment t:J;lat he framed 
again.st them. On sober second thought, however, he came to 
remember the many disingenuous but fearfully effective panic 
arguments he bad himself in the pust hurled upan the devoted 
and undeserving heads of the Democrats, and Ws courage oozed 
out of him as rapidly as did that of Bob Acres, and from d-enun
ciation and vituperation he rapidly shifted to terms of con
ciliation and compromise, hoisting the white flag of surrender 
to the great trusts of tills country, as he said to them. forgetful 
of the high obligation of his office and assuming a · responsibility 
that even a czar would have hesitated to n.ssume, "Yes; take the 
Tennessee Coal & Iron Co., law -0r no law, right or no right. 
If it be in vi-0lation of tbe law, yon shall not be prosecuted.', 
From that day his surrender to the trusts was abject, complet~ 
and c-0ntinuous, and the Ameriean people sadly realized at last 
that another one of its idols had feet of clay. 

But, Mr. Chairman, it is not my purJ)-Ose to deal in harsh 
criticism of either Mr. Roose\elt or ~fr. Tuft. So far as I am 
concemed, I believe the Demoeratie Party is greatly indebted to 
each of them and that the e-0untry is· likewise so indebted, be
cause when they did fall out with ea.ch other and begrrn to tell 
the h·nth about each other the people were so badly disgusted 
with both of them that the triumph of the Demoeratie Party_ 
was not only certain but easy. 

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been said during this debate 
on the subject of the minority and the minority parties. It has 
been asserted that because the Democratk Party, although 
receiving an overwhelming lll11.jority of the electoral votes -0f the 
States, did not receive a majority of the total popular votes cast 
in ·the recent election, .it is therefore a minority party. I deny 
it. I wish to say that, in my judgment, if President Wilson 
had been confronted by either one of the two eandidates instead: 
of both. I firmly believe that his popular maj<>rity oveF either 
of them would have been greater than th-e plurality of popular 
votes that be did receive over the highest of them. The country 
has accepted this election as placing full p.ower and also full 
responsibility upon the Denio,erat.i.c Party. We necessarily 
assume one with the other. We eo.uld not avoid the responsl4 
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bility if we would, and we would not if -we could, if I know my 
party associates on this tioor. - [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Our opponents sometimes speak of Representatives in this 
• Chamber elected here by a minority of the total popular vote 

cast in their districts. Let us see exactly what we find on this 
subject. I take the facts that I now gi>e you from the records 
of the Clerk of the House. There are 185 Democratic Members 
of this House who hold their seats in this Chamber by virtue 
of an absolute majority of all the votes cast in their respective 
districts. On the other side of the Chamber what do we find? 
We find that the total number of both Republicans and Pro
gressives who hold seats on this floor by a majority of the total 
votes cast in their respective districts is but 47. The record 
speaks for itself. Figure out for yourself the proper number 
of the "majority" Representatives on the two sides of the 
Chamber. It seems to me that if there ever was a party in the 
history of American politics charged not only with the full 
p

0

ower, but also with the solemn responsibility and imperative 
duty of enacting the legislation carried in this bill, it is the 
Democratic Party, and, Mr. Chairman, I wish to repeat the 
statement that if I know my party associates on this floor, we 
have the courage to face the issue and to meet it like men. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

THB SUGAR SCHEDULE. 

It is not my intention,. Mr. Chairman, to make to-night any
thing like a general political speech, and I have already indulged 
in more general observations than I had intended. It is my pur
pose to enter into a somewhat extended discussion of the sugar 
schedule, and I hope to show the committee exactly what the 
facts are in reference to this schedule, and I hope to demonstrate 
as a matter of simple justice to the American people as a whole 
that we ought to allow the 25 per cent reduction on sugar 
duties that will be carried in this bill for the next three years, 
with free sugar at the end of that period. I hope to be able to 
demonstrate that as a business proposition it would be utterly 
unreasonable and unsound and commit us to a policy that no 
private person would adopt in his own business affairs, to con
tinue to tax the American people from $125,000,000 to !f;140,-
000,000 per year, only $50,000,000 of which goes into the Treas
ury of the United States, in order to maintain an industry at 
the ..xpense of all the people, the total investment in which is 
as much as the annual burden that its existence imposes upon 
our people continuously, year after year. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

The consumption of sugar. in the United States during the 
calendar year 1912 was 3,504,182 tons (long) . It must be 
remembered that practically all of the refined sugar used in-this 
country was manufactured or refined in this country, less than 
2,000 tons of refined sugar having been imported. The sugar 
that we consume came from the following sources : 

~~~~ia0~w~~~~~=====================================: Domestic beet (refined>---------------------.-----------
Maple and molasses sugar (raw>------------------------

Tons. 
160,000 
10,000 

604,045 
15, 155 

Total continental United States___________________ 789, 200 
From Hawaii, Porto Rico, and the Philippines (raw)------- 943, 769 
From Cuba (raw)------------------------------------- 1,664,863 
From othar foreign su~ar paying full duties (mostly_ raw)-- 106, 350 

So that it will be seen that continental United States pro
duces a little less than one-quarter of our consumption, our 
insular possessions a little more than one-quarter of the con
sumption, and Cuba almost one-half of our consumption. 

The greatest sugar statistician in the United States, M:r. 
Wallace P. Willet, of Wi1let & Gray, has recently estimated 
from actual invoices that during the past seven years the im
porters of raw sugar have paid an average of 1.6 cents per 
pound in the way of duty on each pound of sugar imported 
into this country and that this amow1t has in every case been 
added to the cost of refined sugar before it reached the con
sumer. On this basis it appears that the duty on the sugar we 
consumed during the calendar year 1912 had the effect of en
hancing the cost of sugar to the American consumer to the ex
tent of $125,598.88. 

But it must be remembered that the duty on refined sugar is 
1.9 cents per pound, and that if the refiners take the same bene
fit of this duty that our manufacturers take in every other line 
of industry, then the full duty on refined sugar, or :.l-.9 cents 
per pound, is the real measure of burden resting on American 
consumption because of the sugar tariff. .l\Ieasured by this test. 
the real burden, the cost of the sugar tariff in 1912 is $142,-
000,000, in roµnd numbers.. It must also be recalled that of 
this amount only about $52,000,000 found its way into tha 
Treasury of the United States, the balapce of -it being a clear 
bonus to our domestic producers in continental United States 

and in Hawaii, Porto Rico, and the Philippines. I give the com
mittee these facts at the beginning of my argument so that we 
may realize the exact amount of the burden imposed on the 
American consumer by the sugar duty. 

CANE SUGAR. 

Mr. Chairman, I now wish to invite the attention of the com
mittee to the consiberation of this question from the standpoint 
of the cane producer. I wish the committee to weigh m the 
scales of justice this claim that we ought to continue to burden 
the American consumer by making him pay a higher price for 
sugar in order to keep the cane-sugar people in business. 

The cost of producing a pound of cane sugar (raw) in 
Louisiana is 3.75 cents per pound. The cost of producing a 
pound of raw cane sugar in Ja>a is 1.5 cents per pound. In 
the Philippines it is 1.75 cents per pound, and in Porto Rico, 
Cuba, and Hawaii about 2 cents per pound. There is no dispute 
whatever about these facts, as will be seen on examination of 
the evidence submitted to the special committee on sugar and 
from the report· of that committee (p. 23) and from the recent 
bearings before the Wa:rs and Means Committee of the House of 
Representatives. (Hearings, Schedule E, p. 2268.) Frtrm the 
abo>e figures it is perfectly apparent that so far as the produ~
tion of cane sugar in Louisiana is concerned it is nothing more 
or less than a hot-house proposition. The cost of production is 
being gradually but surely lowered in Cuba, the· Philippines, 
Porto Rico, Java, and, I think, in Hawaii. In Louisiana I do 
not believe that it i.s being. lowered at all, but, if anything, is 
increasing. It is my judgment that the Louisiana sugar-cane 
industry can not and will not long survirn free sugar. Indeed, 
I do not believe, as I ha>e stated more than once, that the 
industry can continue and prosper in Louisiana even under onr 
present rate of duty, and that it is practically certain that its 
doom is already decreed by the fixed and unalterable laws of 
nature. Let me state some of the reasons for this opinion. In 
Louisiana the sucrose in the cane is from 6 per cent to 7 per 
cent. In Hawaii it is from 14 per cent to 15 per cent; in Cuba 
from 10 per cent to 11 per cent, occasionally 14 per cent. (Hear
ings, Schedule E, pp. 2268-2269.) In Cuba the cane is only 
planted once in every 10 years, and in Louisiana it must be 
replanted, or practically replanted, every year. In Cuba frost 
never interferes with the maturing of the crop, whereas in 
Louisiana the cane has to be cut early in October; hence its 
sucrose contents are low, as I ha>e already shown. It seems 
to me that for these reasons it is perfectly apparent why Louisi
ana can not profitably continue to produce cane sugar in com
petition with tropical countries; and if she is driven out of the 
sugar business, it will not be the unkindness of the Democratic 
Party that accomplishes this result, but the stern decree of the 
God of nature, for sugar cane is the natural product of a 
strictly tropical country, and Louisiana is located too far to the 
north for its successful cultivation in competition with tropical 
countries. Great and insuperable as are these natural disad
vantages, Louisiana labors under certain other disadvantages 
growing out of inefijciency, which contributes to the high cost of 
production in that State. Antiquated machinery and open
kettle mills might be mentioned in this category, for as a whole 
the industry in Louisiana is inefficiently organized, nor is it 
well equipped. This will be readily seen when it is remembered 
that in Louisiana 210 mills produce an annual average of 
330,000 tons, whereas in Cuba 174 mills produce ann\ially 
2,328,000 tons. The labor cost in factories in Cuba and Louisi
ana is practically the same, and for field labor Louisiana pays 
hardly as much as is paid in Cuba. It appeared in the sworn 
testimony befor~ the special committee that in Louisiana the 
sugar planters pay the following rates for field labor: Se>enty
five to 80 cents to men per day, 75 cents per day to women, and 
$1 per day in harvesting time; whereas in Cuba for the same 
class of labor the planters are paying from $1 to $1.25 per day, 
and in Cuba the women do not work in the fields. So it seems 
to me that the equalization of labor cost is not in-volved in this 
proposition. . 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great deal of talk about de
stroying the many millions of dollars invested in . the produc
tion of cane sugar in Louisiana. Let us see what the exact 
facts are about the amount of this investment. On No>ember 
12, 1912, a mass meeting of Louisiana sugar planters was held 
in the city of New Orleans, and in the resolutions adopted by 
that mass meeting there was a statement of the capital in
vested in the industry in that State, and to sorrie extent an 
attempt was made to itemize this capital. The statement was 
that $70,000,000 was in>ested in Janel, $10,000,000 in mules, 
$35.000,000 in sugar factories, $2,000,000 in farm implements. 
and $2,000,000 in plantation railrnads. Now, let us considei: 
that statement. for just a moment. Of course, we do not pro
pose to corifiscate either their lands or mules, and this legisla-
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tion will not affect the value of either. On the contrary, it 
seems to me that it is our bounden duty to save our Louisiana 
friends both politically and industrially from the serious and 
fundamental mistake they have made, and let us hope that ·they 
will soon turn their energies to other industries better adapted 
to their splendid soil, and therefore more profitable to them
selrns. They tell us that if they were to plant cotton on this 
land the stalks would grow so high that they would have to 
use stepladders to pick the cotton. They admit that they could 
raise vegetables, grain, cotton, oi; almost anything, and it is my 
judgment they ought to raise something better adapted to the 
climate and soil instead of attempting to raise a tropical prod
uct which they can not produ{!e on even terms with other coun
tries better adapted by nature to its cultivation. So, then, 
from this bill of particulars which they give us we can sub
tract the items of lands and mules-a total of $80,000,000. 
What, then, does this leave of their investment? Thirty-five 
million dollars for sugar factories, $2,000,000 for farm imple
ments for sugar culti"vation, and $2,000,000 for -plantation rail
roads. · I have no doubt that the plantation railroads could be 
utilized in moving whatever crops they cultivate, and it is un
doubtedly true that, so far as their sugar-factory machinery 
and farm implements are efficient and modern, they will readily 

· demand a fair value for use in other countries. So that it 
seems to me .that the total amount of loss of actual capital in
vested that would probably result from the suspension of this 
industry in Louisiana is certainly not over $30,000,000, and 
probably far under that amount, and that for this amount,. and 
in order to produce a crop of the annual gross value of $25,-
000,000, our Louisiana friends insist that we ought to con
tinue a system of taxation that costs the American people prac
tically $140,000,000 in the increased price they are forced to pay 
for their sugar. It is undemocratic; it is unfair; it is un
righteous; and, so far as I am concerned, I will never stand for 
a continuance of this policy to keep a duty on this great neces
sity of life, which can not possibly be produced in Louisiana 
one-half as cheaply as it can in the balance of the world. 

Mr. Chairman, before I have passed the discussion of this 
question to beet-sugar production I wish to submit a few ob
servations concerning the situation in Hawaii and Porto Rico 
and the effect of this legisJation upon these islands, for we 
have heard a great many cries of distress, mostly inspired, on 
this subject. In the fir t place, let me submit that, according 
to my conception of Democratic principles and policies, it has 
never been our plan to tax the American consumer in order that 
the inhabitants of these- insular possessions might obtain a 
higher price from us :(or their products, nor do I believe that in 
the case of sugar that it is at all necessary that we should do 
so. For a good many years under the Republican policy we 
have suffered from that very thing, and the sacrifice has been 
entirely unnecessary, in my judgment. Let us take the case 
of Hawaii first. It is to be remembered that we import most 
of our sugar from Cuba and that the protection that Hawaii 
now enjoys is really against Cuban sugar. :i:.et us see whether 
that protection is necessa1·y to the Hawaiian producer, even 
if the interest of the consumer be ignored. In the first place, 
the cost of production is not materially different in Cuba and 
HawaiL According to the testimony of the representatives of 
the sugar interest of Hawaii, in the past Hawaii has been able 
to produce raw sugar at around 2 cents per pound, which is 
about the Cuban figure, and there is no doubt that they can 
do so again. Indeed, it is admitted and boasted that the indus
try is most highly organized in Hawaii, controlling through 
its cooperative associations the large bulk of the sugar plan
tations, great steamship lines, ware-housing facilities, and 
so forth, and having strong connections with the refiners in San 
Francisco and New York. Indeed, it is perfectJy apparent that 
the Hawaiian planters mainta.in the most amicable relations 
with the trust, for the Hawaiian Planters' Association sells 
all of its product that is not handled through its San Fran
cisco refinery to the trust in New York, making three-year con
tracts with the trust for the trust to handle all of their product 
except the comparatively small amount that is sent to their 
own refinery in San Francisco. So profitable is this ar
rangement and so admirable, from the standpoint of the Ha
waiian planter, is this adjustment that in th~ year 1911 it is 
currently reported and not denied that they sold their crop for 
$52.000,000, with a net profit of $20,000,000, and under date ot 
l'fovember 21, 1912, the Kelmhala mill declared a dividend of 
87-f per cent. Besides, there are no reasons why Hawaii needs 
any protection whatever aO'ainst Cuba, which, of course, would 
be its real competitor under free sugar. On the contrary, 
the natural adnrntages seem to IJe with Hawaii and against 
Cuba. According to the Ci-op Reporter of the United States. 
February, 1913, the aYerage yield of cane per acre in Hawaii 

for the year 1910-11 'n"RS 41.3 tons; in Ulll-1~ 42.3 tons. 
The average yield of cane per acre in Cuba is 25 to 30 tons. 
The average sugar contents of a ton of cane in Hawaii is 13.16 
per cent; in Cuba, 11 per cent. The ave-rage- extraction per ton 
of a cane in Hawaii is 238 pounds, for 1910-11, and 248 • 
pounds for 1911-12, against an average. in Cuba of 230 pounds. 
So that it appears that an acre produces more cane in HawaU 
than it does in Cuba, and that a ton of Hawaiian sugar cane 
contains more sugar than a ton of Cuban sugar cane, and that 
the yield of the mills in Hawaii is more than the yield of the 
mills in Cuba. The natural conditions in Porto Rico are very 
similar to those in Cuba, the islands being located within 
about 150 miles of each other. In the past Porto Rico has 
produced sugar successfully without tariff protection and un
questionably can do so again if the cultivation of sugar cane 
is confined to the lands that are suitable. The high tariff under 
which the island has been working has· encouraged to some 
extent the cultivation of Sllgar on unsuitable lands, and the 
tendency recently has been to climb the mountains to extend 
the cultivation of cane. Such a condition is, of course, an un
natural one and does not serve as a proper excuse for heavily 
taxing the American people. · 

In the case of both Hawaii and Porto Rico an of the avail
able lands are now under cultivation of sugar cane, so. that 
if any protection of the industry was ever needed it has been 
given, and the American people have done so much for our 
insular possessions that it is now time that these islands did 
something for the American people in the way of supplying 
them with sugar at a low price, based on legitimate cost of 
production, and still leaving them a large profit. 

BEET SUGAR.. 

Mr. Chairman, I next propose to discus:J this subject from the . 
standpoint of the beet-sugar industry of tb1s country. and in do
ing so I wish to discuss it, first, from the standpoint of the beet· 
sugar factories and, secondly, from the standpoint of the farm
ers engaged in the cultivation of sugar beets, for I am satis:fied, 
Mr. Chairman, that these two interests are not so n~essarily 
connected as the proponents of continued protection would have 
us believe. 

BEET-SUGAR PACTORnrs. 

According to the last statement issued by Mr. Truman G. 
Palmer, representing the beet-sugar factories, it appears .that 
there are now located in the United States 76 factories eng:wed 
in the production of beet sugar. These factories are located in 
the following States: Colorado, 17; Michigan, 16; California, 
13; Utah, 6; Idaho, 5; Wisconsin, 4; Nebraska, 2; Montana, 1; 
Minnesota, 1; Kansas, 1; Iowa, 1; Illinois, 1; Indiana, 1; and 
Arizona, 1. From the reports of Bradstreet's Commercial 
Agency it appears that the total capitalization of these 76 fac
tories is $141,410,000, and according to their own statements 
their combined capacity for slicing beets in tons per day is 
63,550 tons. · 

These figures demonstrate beyond all question the extent 
of overcapttalization of the companies that operate these fac
tories. 

Why? Let us see what the beet-sugar men have themselves 
sworn before the several of the House committees. In the hear
ings on the Payne tariff bill before the House committee· (hear
ings, p. 3292) l\fr. F. R. Hathaway, secretary and treasurer of 
the Michigan Sugar Co., estimated the eost of a beet-sugar fac
tory to be $1,000 per ton of daily beet-slicing capacity. At the 
hearings before the special committee on sugar during the last 
Congress, l\fr. Henry T. Oxnard, of the American Beet Sugar 
Co:, made exactly the same estimate (hearings p. 376), as did 
l\fr. Charles W. Nibley, of the Amalgamated SuO'ar Co. of Utah 
(hearings, p. 1090). While l\Ir. Oxnard at a subsequent time 
did seek to raise his figures and while some others tes~ed to · 
a slightly higher figme than $1,000 per ton, yet other witnes es 
swore to even lower figures, notably Mr. E. N. Combs. of Colo
rado, fixing the figure at $600 (bearings, p. 3285). 

On the whole, therefore, I belie"ve we may safely take $1.000 
per ton of daily slicing capacity as the true bnsis of cost and 
the real value of a beet-sugar factory. On that basis the true 
value of all the beet-sugar factories in the United State does 
not exceed $63,550,000.. Indeed, according to the unanimous 
report o-4'. the special commHtee of the Ho·-se ou sugar dnring 
the last Congress, we estimated the amonnt of this inve~tment 
at a somewhat smallec figure, $60,712Jj(J0 (Tiept., p. 20}, and 
the gentleman from Michigan [:MY. lfoRDNEY] ngreed to tllat 
figure,. along with his other Republican eolJengues on lli.e com
mittee. So that it appears the beet-sugu.r factories of thiE! coun
try as a whole are capitalized at from two to two nnd one-half 
times their actual value. While \YE'. are considering this ques
tion of the o·vercapij:alrnation of the beet-sugar factories, it 
might be as well to call the attention of the committee- to the 
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.facts about the three largest of the beet-sugar companies and was selling nt ·$50 per snare, while i t s preferred stock, w ith a 
to see exactly to what extent this mania for overcupitalization · guaranteed dintlend of 6 tier eent, was selling abov-e p ar. In 
h ·uS nff-ected them. se•en years it paid $2,100,600 in interest on its prefened to.ck, 

_Fjr.st, let us take the ·Great Western Sugar Co., a Oolorado and its earnings createa n ·~:llue ·of 50 'Cents on tlle do·llar for 
concern, but chartered "under the laws of New Jersey"; but its common stoc'k~pure water~or ·$7.500,000. T h is i s a t ota l 
that ·charter, Mr. Ch.airman, -was -granted before the days of New of $9,600,000 ·on the ii:n "Vestment of $u.-000,-000 in seTen .ye.n:s, o t· 
J et ey '.s regenera ti-ou. [Laughter and appla use.] :a little o\.-er 190 per ctmt, -01' 24.3 per cent per nnnnm on ·th·e 

It was ca pitalized at $30,000;000, one-ha<lf preferred and the :actual investment. It must oe remembered a lso that we 'ha,·e 
.other ha lf common stock, but of this -stock only about $24.-000;000 ' not been able to lem'Il the w hole truth a bout t h e pTofits of thi 
was issued. Its nine factories, all located in Colorado. h:rre. ' com pany in any such way as we di scoYet ed it ·in ~fr. h:Iore:fs 
according to its last sta tement, a total d a ily beet-slicing capacity ca se. Personally I do not d oub t that their pr ofi ts ha '\e be !il 
of 10 600 tons whi-ch ought to r epresent a rea l value of approxi- fully ns grea t as thos e of the Great Western, if we could fi nd 
rnateiy $10,600,000-on the ba s is of $1,000 per ton. So that its o~t just how they ha>e k-ept their books, a s we tlid in the. ot:h~r 
stock is mor-e thaD one-half water, except so far as it may, per- i case, but it ·seems to me that the s howing ts strong enoug h ns 
b a ps, now represent accumulated imd undistributed earnings. it is. , . 
Under oa th the company returned its ~roperty for taxation in In reference to the earmngs of this company, I nex:t inYite 
the State of JColo.radu at .$2.500,000 as late a r:. 1910 or ·mu. your atten tion to an article in the Beet Sugar Jour nal of April, 
Althougn its stack, under its Tew Jer"sey charter, was origina lly 1911, as follows: 
more t han !b.alf water, yet it manages to pay 7 per cent intere..:;t "Ame-rica11 Beet Sugar Co. sets new hlgb ret:oTa. 'The report of th~ 
ner annum tm its preferred stock or .$1 050 000 and 5 per cent American Sugar Co. for the yea r ended M'.1-r cb ?1. 191 1, 8hows total 
~ · . . ' ' ' ' _ . mcome of 8.357,.012. nn increase of $ 1.347.368 over the J>'re\.ious 
Interest per annum on _1ts eommon stock, or $150,000 .. T h.1s year, and a surplus. after preferred-stock divi dends, of ·1.G43,6uU, e<Jllal 
nienns a total annual dividend <of $1,800,000 on a reaJ mvest- t~ 10.95 ,pe!' ~~t e-arned on the , ~5,000,000 of eommun . tock, -compa~ed 
m ent of $10:()00000 as already explained <:>r about 17 per cent with 1,0U1.:ro ... , 'Or 1.31 per. ~en ~. ear?'~d 1n th~ previous year. The 

_ ' ' ' . ~ ' . . common st0ck .has not yet paid any d1 vidends. T he i>refened pays '6 
Clivid end en the actual mvestment. Nor de these dividends -rep- per een t. O:impar.attve results for the pa.st t hree year foll ow .... 
rest'IIt anytbiRg ·like the total net e:arnings of this largest and . Th en ar~ given l he . f!.gu_res for 1911, 1_910. and 19~9. i::or rnov the 
gren te t of the beet-sug·tr fact ories as I will now proceed to show gross -rece1pts were '$ 1.1 35..1326; total mcol!l{'. 7. fo6,85 .:> ; expense·, 

' . · I c b . ll d' th t th Am . S :n interest. tax, etc .. -$5, 63,< 13; balanet'. $1,293, 1 4~. Well , no w e 
the com1mttee. , t must e reca e a. e encn.n ugar .ue- will take 1910 : Gross ?:'ecelpts. , 6.983,772; -total income. $7.oou:G44.; 
tin ing Co., :commonly knowc as the -Sugar Trust, owns 26 l)e:r 1 e;x:penses, 'tax, ihterest, etc. , $5.612,391; bfilance. $1.397,252. For -1911: 
cent of the -common stuck 'a.Ild 38 per .cent -of the :Jt'eferred "S.tO(!k Gross receipts. $ 8.344,702_: total income. jS. ~57,01:!; ex.pense.s .. inter-

w ·c t f ·ai ·u 13 \ est. tax, etc., 6,413,3.53. balance. $1,94u,65 9. Preferred dividend-
nf the Great es.tern repor o spec1 eomm1 ee, p. n ac- :300,000 1n each 01' t he years 1911 and 1910 and $245,400 in the l ear 
cording to th-e .idmissions -Of b-Oth the Great Western and the 190!), lea ving a surplus of $1 ,643,659 in the .vear 1911, $1 ,0D7,52o tu 
trust the year 1910. and $1, 047.'i" 43 in 1:he year 1909. " The generai balance 

· . . . . f th T . . .sbeet as of larch 31 shows total a: ets of .,>2 2,577,871." 
During the r-ecent investiga.twn o e Sugar rust rn the "The reserve for working capital is $1,8:!5.637, against $832.,.151 a 

United States District Oourt -for the Southern District -oI New :vear ago, and there .is a reserve fo1· bettermen ts and improvements of 
York among the letters of the Smra.r Trust was discovered u $3:z".2.46, a new item. Billi'!_ payable to the amount of 1, 266,000, 

• • • . _ 
0

' . which appeared in the previous balance sheet. have bt!en paid off. 
most interesting letter from l\Ir. Chester S. Mor-ey, of Denver, H . F n urn 1. nrP8i<IPnt. s ::i ~!": •The snrnlus ha l'1 been app li~ to working 
CoJo., president _Df 1:he Great Western Sugar Co., to Mr. Wash- capital, whlch is now .adequate for ordi!lary operati ons .. The company 
inoton ~ Thomas then president -of the American Sugar Refill· is now free of ·all ilebt. There was an m.creased -production of. 196.741 

0 
• • ' - bags., exceeding that of -an:v :former year. The tn-cl'ease was principally 

ing Co. -Th'IB letter was dated March 19, 1910, and read as due to California, thougb Grand Island increased 31.704 bags. In f' olo-
foHows: rado the decrease was 88,u24 bags. Dne larg-ely to increased effickncy 

of the plants, th-e 'Cost -0f making sugar. as co.tnpared wi t h prev ioas 
campaigns, was somewhat diminished. Taxes lncreased $30.989. Qf 
which $25.5il0 was the Federal corporation income tax. Dep1·ec1.atlo'D. 
ana maintenace -cost $R44 842-wns · t:l,119 less tban last year. ' 'l'b e 
desi!!D ·of this expenditure Hn'Clu.d~d in the above st atement in ex
penses) is to keep the plants up to their orlgi.nal oeondition.,. 

MY DEAR Mn. ~:imn.i1.s : Indosed nerewith 1 hand you copy of the 
financial exhibit antl income statement. This is the form in wrnch we 
e.xpeet to publish these statements, and tbey will also be used when we 
make application to list our sto_ck on the_New York Exchan,,.e. 

You wm no-tic-e that thi-s yeal', in addition to t he regular '2 ~ per cen-t 
depreeiati:on whic"h we ·have .been ·dedu{!ting for the last three years, we 
have -set up $1.000,000 in dep-reciati-on reserve. I do not want · tbts 
yea r's enrn1ngs to appear as large as they would if we ltad nGt ma.de this 
ent ry. Ot course tins can be ··c-hangetl if tbe board of directors does not 
approve of it. 

You will note that m1r total surplus is shown by these statements as 
a 'little over '.$5:000;000. ·Tb1s does not 1nclude any surplus from -the 
'Billings ..CO., the Great We~tet:n Railway 'Co., :and other .corporations, 
wbkb -really add ·nearly ·$2,000.000. 

Onr sugar is ,jn·v-0.iced at 4 cents, and judging from present m:rrket 
i:ndications there ls at least -$1;'000,000 profit that will show up In next 
year's business. The -"lalue of our real -estate and railroads ove-r and 
above the amount at wht:cb tlrey are carried ls at least 5,000,00(), 'So 
thn.t the .actual s11rplus is nea1~r .$9,000,000 than $5,000,000. 

Am plerured 'to say 'that at some of our 'factories the farmers are sign· 
'Ing up .acreage •and f-eel more encouraged than I did 1l week -ago. 

The detaHs -of ·tbese 'Statements 1 will .brhlg with ..me when I eome to 
the stockholde?S' meetin&. -

When it is recalled this company was chartered in 1905 and 
it is seen b,y the :above :l:etter than in :five years, by 1910, it had 
necumulated a. surplus -0f $.9.000,000, besides ·paying dividends 
for fully that-amount. ·as I have already shown, and also allow
ing the regular 2! per -cent for depreciation, it will be seen that 
this -company's annual net _profit on its rea.1 inrnstment during 
these five yem-s was 36! p-er cent-17 per cent for dividends, ·17 
per cent for Stirplus, and 2! per icent for regular depreciation. 
H thus a-ppears that in the short space of :five -years it made a 
tot-al of 182! per ·cent on the n.ctua1 :capital inrested. No wonder 
that its presi-dent, ~Ir. l\Iorey .. juggled the entries, according to 
bis 'Own letter ; no wo-nder that he said, never expecting his letter 
to become public, ~· 1 do not want i:hls year' s earnings to 'appear 
as iarge as they would if we had.made this entry." 

Let us n:ext look into the Arne1·ican Beet Sugar Co., a concern 
O.Perating six ·tactnrtes, two in California, three in Oolorado, arid 
one in Nebra-s:ka, with ·a total beet-slking capacity of o,300 tons 
per duy. A.erording to the standard 'Of · '$1,000 per ton of 
daily beet-slicing ·c:rpa.ctty, ih.e '.factories .of this corporation 
represent ·a r~l ·rn'l:ue uf :$5,300,000, a.nd yet we find this com
pany, with the water injected into it somewhat more freely than 
usuaJ, capit:.a.lizoo ·at $20,000;G00-$5,000,000 preferred stock and 
$15.000.-000 eommon ·Stock. And it appears tlmt in seven years 
from .the time of its · orgnnization .it .had paid annually 6 per 
eent interest en the actu:al investment :and had cleared sev-en 
and one-half millions :beside:s., ·for at the -emi of ·that time its 
common stDCk, -W.hieh had no v:alue whatever in the 'beginnlng, 

It appears from th{> above that during the sear · 1911 th~ 
American Beet Su.gar Co .. aftei· pa ying its preferential di:vH'l e 1d 
of 6 per cent on its preferred stock (rea l •alue) earned 10.91 
per cent 'On $15,000,000 uf common stock-wa t er. This repre
sents in all ::m earning of $300.000 (interest on preferred stock) 
plus $1,643,659 (mJrplus}, ur $1,943,659. which, in turn, is almn.Rt 
39 per cent profit during ·the year ending l\Iarch '3t, 1911, on the 
real investmPnt. 

I next invite your ..nttention to a -statement in the American 
Sugar Industry of March, 1912, in refetence to the profits of 
this same ·company~-the American BMt 'Sugar Co.=.:.for the y-ear 
ending March . 30~ 1912: 

The n-et -earnings of The Arneri.ctm Beet 'Sugar Co. fo.r the fiscal year 
ending March 31, 19121 will probably not -exceed 12 per cent. Jnst£atl of 
the T5 _per cent estimated last Dec.ember. The reason .a.ssigned fur this 
is th.at the compan:v began to sell its 1911 crop too early. Sales were 
made in mlvance .of production in order to take iadvanta~e of what 
seemed a ve_ry flattering profit. Sugar p'tices advanced and it ts -estl
m-atPd the difference to the company amounred to betwl'en ;·rno.ooo and 
$500,000. The company then went to the other extreme and held back 
the d.-emainde:r of the 1911 -crop on .a declining market. 

As the dividends on the preferred -stock are fi~ed at 6 per 
cent and are paid before any other dividend and before any 
surplus ls laid aside it is quite evident that the 12 per cent 
"net earnings" -refers ·to the amount of surplus set aside, which 
is figured from the basis of the amount of the common stock. 
so that it appears that for the year ending March 31, 1912, the 
Ameri<!an Beet Sugar Co. earned $300,000, interest at 6 per 
cent on its preferred stock, plus $1.,soo:ooo, surplus, the eqniva
lent of 12 per cent on $:15,000,-000 worth of common stock, or 
$2.100,000, whlch is a little more than 40 pei· cent on its real 
investment. 

One more lllustration of this ma:nia for overcapitallzation 
among the beet-sugar factories :and of the excessive profits they 
hope to -conceal by this ·operation, and I Shall pass on. We will 
next take the l\Iichigan :Sugar -Co., from the 'State of my fi'iehd 
Mr. FoRDNEY. 

The pt'eSPnt capitruiMti'On of the 'Michigan Suo-ar Co. consists 
of $3,703,000 .pref-erred stuck and ''$7,47..1,107 common stock a 
tota'l -Of some ;mo-re than ele;en millions. Here, ngain, we find 
" •the trail •of the "Serpent,'• -for it appears -from its own stai;e
ment that ... 'the trust il •~the · .American -Sugar 'Refining Oo.~ 
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owns 35 per cent of all the common stock and 55 per cent of 
all the preferred stock of the Michigan Sugar Co. This company 
operates six factories, all located in the State of Michigan. with 
a total beet-slking capacity of 5,450 tons per day. This repre
sents, according to the rule laid down by Mr. Hathaway, its 
own i::iecretary, an investment of approximately $5,450,000, and 
yet, as we have already seen, its present capitalization is more 
than double that amount. It was chartered in 1906, with an 
authorized capital of $9,000,000, one-half preferred and one-half 
common stock, not all of which was issued. It simply repre
sented at the time of its charter an attempt to form a small 
local beet-sugar trust among a number of Michigan factories 
that had been previously independents and competitors of each 
other. It was simply a Michigan manifestation of the prevail
ing "trust-organizing" mania with which . the country was then 
mad, and was attended by the one invariable sympton of the 
disease, to wit, overcapitalization. 

Let me now can yo11r attention to certain reliable trade re
ports in friendly journals touching the profits this company has 
made. 

I quote, first, from the Beet Sugar Journal of May, 1910: 
'l'he Michigan Sugar Co. reports a profitable year. The regular an

nual meeting of stockholders of the Michigan Sugar Co. was held at the 
Eddy Bnilding, Detroit, Mich., Wednesday afternoon, May 25, 1910. 
There was a representative attendance to hear the statement or the offi
cers as to the year's business. The year was a profitable one, the com
pany b~ing · able to show a surplus of $3,025,000 after expending 
:i;3,500,000 for labor and beets, and also paying regular dividends, not 
only on the preferred, but on the common stock as well. As the Wed
nesday meetmg was the regular annual meeting, no dividend was de
clared. 

I next invite your attention to an extract from the Beet Sugar 
Journal of July 6, 1910: 

Offers of 121 for stock in the Michiga.n Sugar Co. have been made 
within the last month, and the stock is now considered one of the best 
on the Detroit or, for that matter. any market. The enormous profits, 
coupled with the favorable prospects, are the causes for the increase in 
interest and price in stock. The net profits of the Michigan Sugar Co. 
in 1909 exceeded $1,500,000, and the financial statement submitted at 
the annual mt>etlng last month showed a surplus of $3,000,000. By a 
person in close touch with the workings or the company it is stated 
that the earnings from the sale of the by-products is almost enough to 
meet the dividend payments. '.rhe stock has trebled in value in little 
more than a year. 

"Mit?higan sugar stock is now one of the best investments possible," 
savs a local broker who has been prominent in handling the stock ; 
" there are more bu"f"ers for it than there is stock for sale. and proba
bilities are an even ~higher mark than already touched will be reached 
before the break comes. All Michigan sugar companies are prospering. 
When the ' trust' came into the State some years ago it smashed many 
independent companies, but in recent years, due to the improved meth
ods of growing and manufacturing, which permits large profits to the 
farmer s.nd extraordinary profits to the factory, several independent 
comp:rnies have been rehabilitated and are now sharing in the general 
prosperity." 

It appears from the above that from 1906 to 1910 the Mich
igan Sugar Co., besides paying 6 per cent on its preferred stock, 
made three millions in profits, " trebled the value of its stock 
in little more than a year," and made almost enough money 
from its by-products to pay its dividends. In four short years 
it paid back every dollar of real money invested in it, or fully 
25 per cent per annum. 

But, Mr. Chairman, why continue on this line? Is not the 
demonstration complete? These, forsooth, are the lusty "in
fants " that cry aloud against being weaned; these are poor 
founcUings who can not stand on their own legs and therefore 
urge that the public be forced to support them in order that they 
may be allowed to continue to pay ever-swelling dividends on 
watered stocks, in order that they may continue to grow richer 
and to reap where they have not sown. 

But they insist that, even if they have prospered marvelously 
under the Dingley and Payne rates, this does not prove that 
they can stand alone without any aid whatsoever, and they fur
ther insist that after three years, when thi3 great necessity 
of life shall be untaxed, that they will perish beneath an 
avalanche of German and Cuban sugar. Let us Jook into that 
a little. In the first place, let me call your attention to the fact 
that our American beet-sugar factories have one great advan
tage over their foreign beet competitors in that while our fac
tories produce refined sugar, ready for table and trade uses 
without further process of manufacture, that is not true of the 
German or any other foreign beet factories. In foreign fac
tories the manufacture is not carried so far, and the sugar pro
duced by them has to go through a process of refining, as our 
cane sugar does, before it is ready for table and trade uses. 
This process of refining costs the foreign beet-sugar man fully 
0.4 cent· per pound. 

Nor is the difference in the cost of factory labor, if any, a 
serious handicap to the American factory, as the total labor 
cost of manufacturing does not exceed 14 cents per 100 pounds. 

Fuel, relatively a far more important item of expense, is 
!Dore abundant here than abroad and is much cheaper, espe-

cially in the West, where this industry is located, and oil is 
largely used as fuel. 

Besides these considerations it must be remembered that the 
difference in geographical extent between this country and Ger
many gives to our domestic sugar factories a natural protection 
growing out of freight rates, which is most important and to 
which I will advert later. All of those considerations doubtless 
contributed to the very thoughtful view of Prof. Taussig, pro
fessor of economics of Harvard University. Let me quote briefly 
from his article on "Beet sugar and the tariff," published in 
the Quarterly Journal of Economics, Harvard University, Feb
ruary, 1912 : 

A question in some respects different is presented by the beet-sugar 
factory, · which buys the beets from the farmers and makes the sugar. 
Here there is what the business world calls a " straight manufacturing 
proposition." Whether the manufacturing of sugar can be done to ad
vantage in the United States depends on the same conditions as in other 
manufactures. It is much affected by the opportunities for us ing machin
ery and for the exercise of American inventive and engineering capacity 
in improving machinery. Such evidence as I can get indica tes that, so 
far as this branch of the industry is concerned, the conditions are not 
unravorable to its sur.cessful prosecution, with little need, if any, of 
tariff support. When the first factories were built in California the 
machinery was imported from Ger111any. " The Yankee Inventive genius 
of machinery men at once took bold of the matter, making so valuable 
improvements that both the above-mentioned factories (at Watsonville 
and at Chino) were shortly refitted with machines of American make 
and every factory U.1 this country in the last few years has purchased 
American machines." So in the Department of Agriculture pamphlet 
on the industry it is stnted that "in tbe early days of the beet-sugar 
industry in this country Europe was called on to furnish all machinery. 
Now very little is imported, and, in fact, some of the foreign factories 
are using American-made machinery." Tbe domestic making of ma
chinery, the breaking loose from European tutelai;e, the introduction 
of technical improvements-these are significant inaications of the suc
cessful adaptation of a new industry to American conditions and of 
ability to meet foreign competition unaided. It should be borne in 
mind, moreover, that the factory managers take an active part in 
directing and supervising the agricultural operations. In this regard 
there seems to be abundant and successful enterprise. The managers 
of the beet-sugar factories have been chiefly instrumental in bringing the 
indispensable labor . supply to the !arms. Through traction engines 
and the like they have grappled with the difficulties of transporting the 
beets from the field to the factory. They have selected the seeds and 
have assiduously spread information among the farmers on the best 
ways of getting a large tonnage of beets and a large content of SUJZ:ar. 
In tbe far West especially all this activity has been carried on with 
industrial and pecuniary success. Neither in the factory itself nor in 
the problems of organization arising from the interdependence or farm 
and factory has there been a lack of skill or energy. 

Now, let us consider the freight-rate question briefly, and then 
I shall pass to a discussion of the question from the standpoint 
of the producer of the sugar beets, the farmer, if you please. 
When the Brussels convention, after agreeing on everything 
that affected the production, importation, and exportation of 
sugar as in and between the various European countries that 
were the powers signatory, came to consider the protection that 
their beet sugar needed against tropical cane sugar the ·sugar 
scientists of the world agreed that a tariff duty of one-half 
cent a pound, or, to be exact, 0.47 cent per pound on raw 
sugar and 0.53 cent per pound on refined sugar was sufficient. 
This decision was made after the most careful estimates as to 
the cost of production of beet sugar in Europe and of cane sugar 
in the various tropical countries and after carefully considering 
the cost of transporting the cane sugar across the seas and 
finally to the consuming centers of the various European coun
tries. 

Now, so far as the latter element, namely, the cost of trans
portation, is concerned we must remember that it is practically 
negligible when compared to similar cost of transportation in 
our great country. So highly developed are these European 
countries in the matter of transportation that canals and water 
routes of all kinds intersect and tra Yerse every part of the 
more important of them. On these canals the rates on heavy 
freight, like sugar, are so low that they are almost a negligible 
factor. As a result, German beet sugar has very little, if any, 
more protection oyer tropical cane than the amount of the 
duty-one-half cent per pound. On the other hand, even after 
foreign sugar, cane or beet, reaches our coast there are large 
parts of our great territory that it can not reach at all with
out paying a far greater freight rate than the differential that 
the Brussels convention has fixed between European beet and 
tropical cane sugar. The territory which this freight-rate 
protection would preserve to the beet facto11es is fa1· greater 
than they can possibly supply with sugar if they will supply 
all of the territory in which a reasonable profit on actual 
investments will enable them to sell. 

There are great regions of the country in the very vicinity 
of many of these factories where the freight rate on sugar is 
from 70 to 80 cents per hundred pounds, and this is the natural 
territory in which the~ factories can best opera te and sell their 
product at a reasonable profit on the actual investment and yet 
as cheaply as the consumer could buy it from anyone else. 
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Now, let us see how German beet or Cuban cane could driYe duty attempt to call a halt on this movement to untax one of 

the American beet factory out of busines , pro>ided the Ameri.- the great neces ities of life. Let us look into this question and 
can beet factory is willing to content itself with a fair and weigh it carefully. Mr. Chairman, I sometimes think that there 
reasonable profit on the actual investment. Let us first take are more appeals to ignorance, to ·passion, to prejudice, in the 
German beet sugar. Its cost of production, refined, is 2.415 name of the American farmer than of any othe1· name that I can 
cents per pound. The cost of ocean freight, Hamburg to New think of, unless it be possibly that of the American laborer. Why 
York, and insurance is 0.12 cent per pound. This would make the intelligence and honesty of both of them should be so often 
a cost of laying it down at New York, duty free, 2.535 cents affronted is more than I can comprehend, and yet it does seem 
per pound. to me that this particular appeal " in the name of the American 

'l'o this figure, according to the sugar experts, should be farmer" is the most unjust and unjustifiable one that I ha Ye 
added 0.18 cent per pound to make up the difference in grade ever heard, and I protest against it as emphatically as I can 
between the Hamburg sugar and our beet sugar. This makes a in behalf of the great masses of the American farmers through
total cost of 2.715 cents per pound deliYered in New York. out the country, who constitute the very backbone of its pros
Now, take our beet sugar. The Spreckels Sugar Co. · (beet), of perity and well-being, and who demand no more than a square 
California, admitsa that it is producing it at a cost of 2.70 cents deal and an even chance to earn their living in the sunshine of 
p·er pound. The Oxnard (Cal.) factory of the American Beet the Almighty, unhampered by unnecessary burdens and unfair 
Sugar Co. is admittedly producing it at a cost of 2.81 cents per discriminations against them, and demanding neither discrimi
pound, and according to the testimony of Mr. E. U. Combs, of nations in their favor against other people, nor special privileges 
-Colorado, the Great Western Sugar Co. has produced it at a of any kind whatsoever. 
cost of 2.59 cents per pound. In the first place, take the whole body of Amercan farmers 

Most of these figures can be verified by consulting page 23 of everywhere. Have you no regard for their rights and their 
the report of the sugar committee. Mr. Combs's figures can be interests? Do you propose to make fish out of one kind of 
verified from the testimony taken by the committee. Now, let farmers and fowl out of another kind? I do not believe, as I 
us go one step further. The report of the sugar committee, will undertake to show you later, that the removal of this duty 
taking the figures submitted by the beet factories themselves, will make it necessary for the factories to pay the farmer any 
found the average American cost of production to be 3.54 cents smaller price for sugar beets, nor do I believe the beet factories 
per pound. The difference between that figure and the German will be able to get the beets at a lower price, nor that the 
cost, laid down at New York, is only 0.735 cent per pound, and farmers will stand for such unnecessary reduction in price, but 
I submit that even this difference is more than equalized by even if it did mean that the farmer must take a lower price for 
advantages in freight rates that our domestic producers will his sugar beets, which I utterly dispu'te, what then? It ap
have in a territory far greater than they can supply. Besides, peared from the testimony of many witnesses who were sworn 
in considering these qucbtions, we must remember that the cost by the sugar committee and were engaged as farmers in the 
figures I have given to-day are simply the ex parte statements production of sugar beets in the various Western States that the 
of the beet-factory people, made while they were battling to net profits per acre of the sugar-beet farmers varied from $19.20 
uphold the tariff., made while they were urging that there was a to $76. Taking the average of the figures given by the first 14 
large difference in the cost of pro9.uction here and abroad, anll witnesses on this subject, it would appear that the average net 
hence, from their standpoint, an absolute necessity to maintain profit per acre of the sug!r-beet farmer throughout the West ' 
the protective duties. Under these circumstances, I insist that, was about $43.37 in the year 1911. According to the figures of 
without reflection on any of these gentlemen, we are bound to the Department of Agriculture, the average net profit of the 
take their statements with at least one grail) of salt, to con- .American farmer in the production of wheat was $3.07 per acre, 
strue their evidence most strongly against themselves, to accept and the average net profit of the American farmer engaged in 
the lowest rather than the highest or even the average figures the production of corn was $8.15 per acre. The above averages 
they gave us. This is especially true because the special com- do not include any allowances whatever for rent of land. The ·e 
mittee, a1thougb it labored many months on this investigation, are given by the department for the year 1909, but I do not 
had neither the time nor the .money at its disposal to make an believe that the figures of 1911 or 1912 will materially vary 
examination of the books of these factories, and did not do so, ~om them. The estimate of the average net profit of the Ame-r
merely taking the statements of witnesses as to what the books · ican farmer engaged in the production of cotton is not above $6 
showed; and even then in more than one instance we discov- per acre. It is often much less, but certainly never much larger. 
ered, on cross-examinntion, that to the actual cost of producing · Now, is the American farmer who makes $3.07 on his acre of 
a pound of sugar broke.rage charges and even freight rates to wheat, or $6 on his acre of cotton, or $8.15 on his acre of corn 
competitive points had been added, thus increasing the apparent to be taxed in order that other American farmers infiniteIY 
cost of production. But our domestic beet factories insist that smaller in number, shall be allowed to make $43.37 ~n an acre 
even if they could survive the competition of German beet of beets? Such a contention does not appeal to my sense of jus
sugar, they can not survive that of tropical cane sugar, if the tice, nor do l believe that it will ever be indor ed by the people 
same is admitted free of duty. Let us look into that for a of America, if any party should have the temerity to present it. 
moment. The cost of producing a pound of raw cane sugar in As I have already stated, I firmly believe that sugar can be 
Cuba is around 2 cents (report sugar committee, p. 230). This is put on the free list without a cent's reduction to the farmer 
raw sugar, and to it should be added 0.5 cent per pound, cost of who raises sugar beets, if the beet-sugar factories will simply 
refining (report, p. 23), also approximately 0.12 cent per pound, be content to accept a fair and reasonable return on their actual 
cost of freight and insurance to New York, or a totaJ of and legitimate investment; but in any event, I am unwilling to 
2.62 cents per pound, not materially or substantially different tax all of the American people in order to give a few thousand 
from the figure at which German sugar can be laid down at American farmers a better price for their sugar beets. 
New York, and there is therefore no more danger that Cuban But let us see to what extent our Republican friends have 
competition will overwhelm any properly located, honestly man- really been engaged in the business of protecting the beet 
aged, fairly capita1ized American factory than that German farmer and to what extent, if any, they have aided him. 
competition will do so. Indeed, if the American cost of prodnc- Let me suggest that the real measure of "protection" that 
tion is what I firmly believe it is, somewhere around 2.75 cents they have given him can be found in the duty of 10 per cent 
per pound, the difference in cost of production between Ameri- ad valorem that the Payne bill imposed on sugar beets that 
can beet sugar on the one hand and German beet and Cuban come in direct competition with his product and are imported 
cane on the other is so small as to be almost if not wholly and sold in rivalry with it It will not do for our Republican 
negligible. friends to reply that this amounted to nothing because there 

BEET FARMERS. were no foreign beets to compete with his beets. The fact is 
But our beet-sugar factories insist that even if it be granted 

that fuel is cheaper here than abroad, and that their machinery 
is better than that of their foreign competitoi:s, and that the 
factory labor cost is so small a proportion of the total cost of 
producing a pound of sugar as to be almost negligible, and 
therefore that any difference in factory wages is not :m im
portant factor, that still there is one overwhelming and unan
swerable renson why they should have a protective tariff on 
suO'nr, and that renson is to enable them to pay the American 
farmer a highe1· price for his beets than he could otherwise 
get or than the fn rmer of any otheT country gets for his beets. 
It is therefore insisted that, after all, the man the duty protects 
is fue A.mericnn farmer, and in his name the beneficiaries of the 

that in 1909 we imported 37,731 tons of sugar beets from 
Canada, and in 1910 57,950 tons of sugar beets from the same 
country, which were sold to the Michigan Sugar Co. and to the 
Mount Clemens Sugar Co. in competition with beets raised by 
th~ Michigan farmer. These beets only bore a 10 per cent 
duty, and yet when they were manufactured into sugar the 
farmer who bought the sugar had to pay a duty eight times as 
high in the additional cost of the sugar that went on his 
table. 

Now let us compare the prices paid for our beets under a 
sugar tariff almost four times as high as the German sugar 
tarifr-l.90 .cents against 0.53 cent. In the United States 
according to the te timony giyen to the sperinl committee by 

' 
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·t\le beet-factory representatives, i:he following prices were paid 
for beets (Rept., p. 20) : 

In California the price of beets in 1911 was $5.30 per ton of beets 
grading 16 per cent, and a contract has been made for an increase of 
'75 cents per ton for tbe year 1912. (Hearings, p. 3873.) 

In Utah and Idaho the ruling price is 5 per ton and freight, which 
makes the beets cost, delivered at the factory, over $5.60 to $5.65 
per ton. (Hearings, p. 797.) 

In Colorado and Nebraska the price averages from $5.50 per ton 
to $6.50 per ton. · (Hearings, pp. 400, 88 .) 

In Michigan and Ohio the customary contract calls for a payment 
by the factory of $4.50 per ton for beets testing 12 per cent sugar 
with 33§ cents per ton for each additional per cent of sugar in the 
beets, with a minimum gu:u-anty of $5 per ton. (Hearings, p. 719.) 

Compare these prices with the prices paid in ·Europe. .Mr. 
Czarnikaw, of London, one of the most eminent authorities on 
sugar conditions in the whole world, states that the usual price 
paid for beets in countries that are parties to the Brussels 
convention-and that includes most of the beet-sugar producing 
countries in Europe-was $5.11 to $5.4 per ton. .Messrs. L. 
Behrens ·& Son: of Hamburg, fix the price at from $5.32 to $6.70 
per ton. Messrs. H. J. Merck & Co., of Hamburg, reporting for 
the district of Stettin, fix the average price at $5.78 per ton. 
In Posen the price varied from $5.59 to $6.49, the average being 
$6.27 per ton. In Belgium and Holland the average in 1911 was 
$5. 79 per ton. 

It will be noted that the American figures I first gave were 
those of the beet-sugar factory people and that it is difficult if 
not impossible to find the average price paid throughout the 
country from those figures. I therefore call your attention to 
the last annual report of the Department of Agriculture of the 
. United States, in which it is stated that" the average price paid 
to the farmers of the United States for sugar beets for the year 
:1911-12 was $5.50 per short ton, and for the three previous 
years $5.35 per short ton. 

As against this price paid to the American farmer, the 
German farmer received for his beets during the same year 
(1911-12) $6.07, according to the last quarterly book of sta
tistics-official-of the German Em_f>ire. Besides, in Germany, 
the farmer is furnished beet seed free by the factories. In 
the United States the farmer buys his beet seed from the 
factory. In Germany, according to the great sugar expert, Mr. 
F. 0. Licht, the farmers "receive allowances for freight and get 
40 per cent to 60 per cent of the pulp returned to t?em '!ithout 
charge." The farmer gets neither of these thmgs m the 
United States. So that in Gerwany, with a tariff only one
fourth as high as our tariff, the German farmer gets consid
erably more for his beets, although the sugar content of o~r 
beets is fulJy as good as that of the German beets. Now,_ if 
the German factory, with a_ tariff duty only one-fourth as high 
as the duty carried in our present law, can and does pay the 
German farmer considerably more for his beets than our 
farmers are paid, then I wish to ask the beet farmers if ~ey 
feel they have received their fair share of the protection 
that has gone to enrich a few factory owners and to pay 
millions of dividends on watered stock and to create value o':t 
of nothing at the expense of consumers everywhere, and if 
they do not believe the beet factories, even under free sugar, 
can and ought to be able to even up things with them, and 
maintain the price of beets, especially since they will be able to 
do so if on1y they will be content to accept a fair and rea8?nable 
profit on the actual capital that is invested in the factories. 

That the beet-sugar industry can survive and can pay the 
farmer just as much as it now pays him for sugar beets, m;ider 
free- sugar is, I believe, certain. It may not be able to contmue 
to pile up 'a huge surplus after paying good dividends on actual 
investments. It may not be able to continue to make huge 
dividends on vast issues of watered stock, but surely that is 
not so desirable that the American people ought to be taxed in 
order that it may continue. 

THE CONSUMER'S STANDPOINT. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to next invite the attention of the com
mittee to the consideration of this question from the viewpoint 
of the consumer. I am quite aware that in doing so I am in
voking a doctrine long in disuse, utterly disregarded by our 
Republican friend in the preparation of tariff bills, and, ap
parently, almost distasteful to them. But, sir, from the Demo
cratic standpoint this is the most important angle from which 
this great question can be considered, for, after all, in it is 
involYed the interest of all the people, which is, or ought to be, 
of more importance to Congress than the interest of any part 
of the people. 

In discussing this question from that standpoint I shall un
dertake to show to what extent our tariff duties on sugar have 
increased the burdens of the American consumer and to what 
extent Ile may hope to obtain relief and lower prices by the 
remornl of the duty. First, then, to what extent has our duty 

ori sugar been a burden· on the American consumer? I wish 
to inYite your attention to a table showing a comparison of the 
export price of sugar at Hamburg with the wholesale price at 
·New York for the years 1890 to 1911, inclusive: 
Comparison of export price of sugar at Hmnburg and wholesale price of 

same at New York, 1900 to 1911. 

[Cents per pound.] 

Raw sugar. Granulated sugar. 

Dlll'erence Difierenc3 
between between 

Year. Whole- export ExJ?Ort Whole- export . 
E>.."J?Ort sale i£rice at sale i£rice at 
~nee, lNice, am burg ftnce~ -'Nice, amburg . 

am- ew and whole- am- ew and whole-
burg. York. sale price burg. York. sale price 

at at 
New York. New York. 

1900 ..• ··•··········· 2.24 4.56 2.32 2.64 5.32 2.68 
1901 .•...........••.. 1. 88 4.04 2.16 2.29 5.05 2. 76 
190'> ...•..... ········ 1. 43 3.54 2.11 1. 79 4. 45 2.66 
1903 ••••...•.... ··-·- 1. 81 3. 72 1. 91 2. 11 4.63 2.52 
1!)04 .. ·-·-··········· 2.14 3. 97 1.83 2.55 4. 77 2. 22 
1905 •.••............. 2.55 4.27 1. 72. 3.00 5.25 2.25 
1906 ••••...•.. - ..... l.87 3.68 1.81 2.31 4.51 2.20 
1907 •••••..•.•....... 2.05 3. 75 1. 70 2.40 4.65 2.25 
1908. ·--··-······ .... 2.29 4.07 1. 78 2.63 4.95 2.32 
1909 ••.•••••...••..•. 2.35 4.00 l. 65 2. 7 4. 76 1.98 
1910 .•• ··-········ ... 2. 74 4.18 1.44 3.22 4.97 l. 75 
1911 .. - ···-·. -- •.. - .. 2.82 4.45 1. 63 3.20 5.34 2.14 

.Average ....... 2.18 4.0'i 1.84 2.58 4.89 2.32 

The figures contained in the abo\e report can not be ques
tioned. They are taken from the statements, before the special 
committee, of .Mr. E. F. Adkins, vice president of the American 
Sugar Refining Co., and of Mr. Truman G, Palmer, secretary 
of an association of American beet-sugar facto r ies. The fi gnres 
presented by these gentlemen are from authoritative anu un
questioned sources-the records of the standard trades journttls 
of the sugar indui;;try. They show that during the 12 years for 
which the figures are gi\en the average difference between the 
export price of raw sugar at Hamburg and the New Yo"k 
wholesale price of raw sugar averaged 1.84 cents per pt;und, 
whereas the tariff on raw sugar was 1.685 cents per pound, ao(f 
the insurance and freight from Hamburg to New York 1.2 cent:-i 
per pound, a total of 1.805 cents per pound. They also -show tlrn t 
during this same period of years the average difference between 
the export price of granulated sugar at Hamburg and the whole
sale price of granulated sugar at New York was 2.32 cents P<-'l' 
pound, whereas the tariff during three-fourths of this J)eriod 
was 1.95 cents per pound-and during the last three years 1.00 
cents per pound-and the cost of insurance and freight from 
Hamburg to New York 0.12 cent per pound, to which should 
be added 0.18 cent per pound for difference in grade, makiug 
a total of 2.25 cents per pound. In other words, the table 
demonstrates conclusively that during the 12 years tll:it it 
covers the American consumer paid ernry penny of the duty 
on sugar and could have bought bis sugar alniost 2 cents per 
pound cheaper but for the existence of the tariff tax. 

From 1897 to 1912, inclusive, the people of the United Sta tes 
consumed 43,274,605 tons (long) of refined sugar. During tho 
above- period, 12 years of this time the Dingley rate of 1.95 
cents per pound on refined sugar has been in force, arid dnring 
the last 4 years the Payne rate of 1.90 cents per pound. The 
Dingley rate was equivalent to $43.68 per long ton. The Payne 
rate was equivalent to $42.56 per ton. So that since the paE
sage of the Dingley bill up to January 1, 1913, this sugar duty 
had cost the American consumer the enormous sum of fully 
two thousand million dollars, of which amount only eight nun
dred million has gone into the Treasury as taxes, the other 
twelye hundred million being a bonus, pure and simple, to the 
domestic sugar producer. 'rhe briefs for the sugar people are 
full of two specious replies when the attention is called to this 
great burden on consumption. They reply, first, that the bur
den is infinitesimal when it is considered just what it costs each 
person per year. They first attempt to deduct tlie amount that 
goes into the Treasury from the total and then to deduct t.he 
amount of sugar that is indirectly consumed in candies, confec
tioueries, socla wuter, and so forth, and then to figure the 
l;>urden on the basis of the sugar directly consumed in table 
use. In this way they manage to present some Yery ingenious 
and amusing figures. The fallacy of this r.rgament is perfectly 
apparent. In the first place, the refined sugar consumed in 
e-rery way in the United States in 1912 cost the American con
sumer about $142,000,000 more than it would have cost but for 
the duty. 
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This is no opuuon, but is history, as is demonstrable fr_om 
a comparison of the world's export price at Hamburg with both 
the wholesale and retail price of sugar in the United States. 
This enormous yearly charge re'(1resents an annual burden of 
about $1.50 per capita on every man, on every woman and child 
-in ·our country, or a tax of $7.50 per average family of five per
sons, and every ounce of that burden is borne by the people, re
gardless of the amount of tax~ that are collected out of it, for 
on this proposition there can be no dispute but that the con
sumer pays the tax. Nor is there any doubt where the sugar is 
used in the trade for canning, preserving, and so forth, that the 
consumer of the articles thereby produced in every case pays for 
the sugar used either in the quality or quantity of the product he 
buys. Nor is the answer that this is, after all, even on this basis, 
a very small burden, because so generally distributed, a good one, 
in my judgment. To that argument we rejoin that this tax on 
a great necessity of life falls on the poor man least able to bear 
it just as heavily as on the rich man most able to bear it, and 
for that reason this bill the Democratic Party presents under
takes to remove the tax upon a food product tbat the poor as 
well as the rich must eat and to place it on something else, 
namely, the incomes of men who are abundantly able and ought 
to be abundantly willing to bear the burden. 

The sugar producers next contend that it is unwise and un
nece sai·y to make this change because sugar is now cheaper in 
this country than in any other country on earth except perhaps 
Great Britain. While true in a way this statement is most mis
leading and unfair. In most of the European countries, in order 
to maintain large and expensive military establishments and to 
meet other expenses that this country does not have to meet, 
not only is a moderate tariff duty levied on imported sugar but 
heavy consumption taxes of all kinds on all the sugar, both for
eign and domestic, that is consumed. In order to make any 
fair comparison in the real cost of sugar in the several countries 
of -the world it is necessary to deduct from the selling price of 
sugar these various taxes before any fair comparison can be 
m!Lde. Even then differences in grade of sugar and peculiarities 
of the local market must be allowed for to some extent. 

The table I next present gives the average American retail 
price and the average retail price in many foreign cities and 
the taxes collected on sugar in each, thus giving us the price of 
sugar in each of these cities after such taxes have been deducted 
therefrom. 

European and American ret ail prices fo r suum· dul"ing J u ly, 1911. 

Average AmeriC2Jl .. . ............... . ... _ ... _. 
London ......... ·-······· · ···················· 

lt~~~~~i.·.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
:Berlin. ____ .. -..... _._ ............... _ ... _._ ... . 

i{~~d~~~g:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Cologne .. . · -································· · 
Paris .. . . . .• ············ · ···········-·········. Marseille . ................ . ............... _ ... . 
Bordeaux .•................................... 

~~~n:::: ::::::: :: : ::: :::::::::::::: :: :: :: : : : : : 
Vienna ... . ................................... . 
Budapest . . •..............•................... 
Gene>a ... . .... -··· ....... . .............. · · -· . 
Zurich (loaf) ........ _ .............. . .......... . 
Berne ____ -··· _____ ..... -·· ................... . 
Rotterdam . . . _ ......................... _ ..... . 
Amsterdam .. _ .. -· .... _ ................ . ..... . 
Brussels_ ............................... . ..... _ 

~~~l~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Gothenberg .......................... . .. __ _ .. _ 
Const.antinople (loaf) .• _ .• • •••........... . ___ .. 
Lisbon ___ ........ ······-········· ......... -··· 
Athens (loaf) ...... . _ ............ . ....... . .. _ .. 
Bucharest .. . .. . ...................... _ . .... _ .. 
Belgrade __ .. .. ........ __ ........•... . ... . _ .. __ 
Christiana_ . . ........................ . ....... __ 
Sofi:\ (loaf) . ••. . ••.•.. _ ............ .. ... .. .. __ _ 
United States (Lowry). _ ..... . •. .. .. . .. . . ___ ._ 
United States (Willett) ... _ . . _ .• . . •• ... . _____ _ 

Retail 
price 
per 

pound. 

Cents. 
5.69 
4.00 
4. 00 
3.SO 
4.90 
5. 90 
4.90 
4. 70 
5. 90 
6.10 
6.&0 
6.50 

14.00 
6.50 
6. 80 
4.40 
5.10 
4. 20 
8.20 
8. 70 
5.40 
4. 80 
5.00 

12.20 
8. CO 
7. 70 
5.10 

10.30 
11.40 
10.10 
8. 70 
6.30 
7.20 
6.35 
6. 35 

Import 
and 

internal 
revenue 

taxes 
levied 

per pound. 

Cerus. 
1.90 
.40 
.40 
.40 

2. 03 
2.03 
2.03 
2.03 
2. 89 
2. 89 
2. 89 
2. 89 
8.67 
4.0'2 
4.0'2 
. 79 
.79 
. 79 

4.92 
4.92 
2.27 
2.27 
1. 71 
7.00 
3. 70 
3. 70 
.25 

7.40 
7.90 
6.56 
5. 26 
2.43 
4.69 
1.60 
1. 44 

Retail 
price 
less 

taxes 
levied 

per 
pound. 

Cents. 
3. 79 
3.60 
3.60 
3.40 
2. 87 
3.87 
2. 87 
2.67 
3.01 
3.21 
3.91 
3.61 
5. 33 
2.48 
2. 78 
3. 61 
4. 31 
3.41 
3.28 
3. 78 
3.13 
2.53 
3.19 
5.20 
4.30 
4.00 
4.85 
2.90 
2.50 
3.45 
3.44 
3.87 
2.51 
4. 75 
4.91 

Tile foreign prices in the abo,·e table were compiled in July, 
1911, by the Bureau of Trade Relations, Department of State 
of , the United States-, from consular reports made in pursuance 
.of a special inYestigation of the foreign pr ices of sugar by our 
State Depnrtrnent at the special request of the sugar committee. 

l,-47 

The ·American figure, the first given, is arrived at by ta.king 
the figures of Mr. Truman G. Palmer, the beet-sugar --expert, 
who fixes the average American retail price of beet sugar at 
5.69 cents per pound in July, 1911, and the American figure iu 
the third column is arri\ed at by subtracting from 5.69 cents 
the sum of-1.90 cents, which is our duty on a pound of refin<'d 
sugar. I believe .that even a casual inyestigation of .the above 
table will convince any thoughtful person that the American 
consµmer is not indebted to our domestic producer of sug~ r 
for any decrease in price during comparatively recent years. 
In the first place, such decrease is world-wide, due to improve
ment in processes ·of manufacture and ever-cheapening cost of 
production throughout the world, and in some countries is con
siderably more marked than our own, as the above ta ble 
clearly shows. In the next place, it is most important to re
member that years ago, when _ our sugar was so much higher 
in p_rice than it is now, our tariff duties on sugar were muc.h 
higher than they are now, and this is a most important fac ror 
in the equation. In this connection it is well to bear in mind 
we have at various times since the foundation of our Govern-· 
ment levied the following tariff_ duties on sugar: 

The ·act of 1789 carried a sugar tax of 3 cents per pound and 
in 1790 the tariff was 5 cents per pound; in 1794, 4 cents i1er 
pound; in 1816, 3 cents per pound on brown or raw sngar, 
4 cents per pound on white or refined sugar, 10 cents per pound 
on ,lump sugar, and 12 cents per pound on loaf sugar. In 
1832 the tax was 2! cents per pound on brown sugar and 3! Cln 
refined sugar; in 1842 it was 2! cents per pound on brown sucar 
and 6. cents per pound on refined sugar; in 1846, three-fourt hs 
of a cent per pound on raw sugar and 2 cents per pound on 
. .refined sugar; in 1861, 2 cents _per pound; in 1862, 2-! cents 
per pound; in 1864, 3 cents per pound; in 1870, 4 cents per 
pound; in 1883, 2.24 cents per pound on raw sugar and 31 
cents per pound on refined sugar; il'l 1890, fiv-e-:tenths of a cent 
per pound on refined sugar; and all other sugar under 16 Dutch 
.standard in color, free, with a bounty of 2 cents per pound on 
domestic production; in 1894, 4.0 cents ad· valorem and an addi
tional tax of one-eighth of a cent per pound on refined sugar ; 
in 1897, 1.685 cents per pound on raw sugar and 1.95 cents 
per pound on refined sugar; in 1909, 1.6 5 cents per pound on 
raw sugar and 1.90 cents per pound on refined sugar. 

In weighing the present contention of our beet and cane sugar 
producers that their product has caused a decrease in the price 
to the American consumer, it is just as well for us to recall a 
significant paragraph in the unanimous report of the sugar com
mittee (p. 17) when a somewhat similar contention was rnnde 
in behalf of the Sugar Trust: 

The contention of the American Sugar Refining Co., that because 
sugar costs the consumer less to-day than it did when that corporation 
was organized, the1·efore the exist ence and operation of the corporation 
has benefited rather than injured the consumer , we rega rd as unsound. 
Such a contention entirely ignores most impor tant considerations, such 
as improvement in the processes and reduction in the cost or refin ing 
and manufacturing during that period of time ; the greater supply of 
raw material; improved methods of cultivating sugar cane and sugar 
beets; and a per fect host of conditions that are entirely independent 
of the existence of the American or any other sugar r efining or manu
facturing company. 

• Besides, in the las t 20 years the reduction in price has been world
wide, embracing in its scope all the countries of the earth, from the 
most enlightened to the most barbarous ; and surely no American cor
poration can claim that it accomplished this resu lt in countries where it 
has no business and where its very na me is practically unknown. In 
the opinion of your committee, the reduction in t he price of sugar i n 
t he last 20 yea rs to t he American consumer did not come because of th e 
organization and operation of the American Suga r Refining Co . . 

It is contended, however, that even if the duty is reduced or 
entirely removed the consumer will not get the benefi t of such 
reduction of removal of duty. This I deny. I deny it in the light 
of history. I deny it on the sworn testimony. of every sugar 
man who has testified on th~ subject, including the sugar manu
facturers and refiners themselves. The contention is utterly dis
proved by the comparison I have already made, through a long 
period of years, between export prices at H amburg and \Yhole
sale prices at New York. In every one of the years that the 
duty has been enforced the New York price has exceeded the 
Hamburg export price by the full amount of the duty. 

When the sugar schedule of the l\lcKinley bill went into oper
ation, on April 1, 1891, the effect of the remo·rnl of the dutv 
on sugar was made instantaneously apparent. Granulated wa~s 
quoted in New York on March 26, 1891, at 61 cents per pound, 
and on April 2, 1891, the day after the tariff change went into 
effect, it fell from 6! to 4-! cents per pound, and by l\Iay 14, 
1891, it had fallen to 4! cents per pound. 

In this connection I invite your attention to the tables fur
nished the special committee by l\lr. Wallace P. Willett. of 
the firm of Willett & Gray, the greatest sugar stntist ician in 
America, and one of the Yery greatest in the worlt.1. ~Ir. 
Willett furnished the special committee with n unlllher of table~ 
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in proof of his statement to the committee that every one of 
-0ur tatiff changes in sugar have been followed by a correspond
ing change in the price of sugar to the American consumer. He 
contended that, other conditions being equal, such as crop 
conditions and the world-wide law of supply and demand, that 
any increase in duty necessarily increased tfle price of sugar 
to the consumer by the amount of suc-h increase, and any de
crease in duty, with the same qualification, necessarily de
creased the price of sugar to the consumer. These tables will 
be found on pages 3548 to 3552 of the hearings before the 
special committee, and they show some very interesting facts. 
For instance, Mr. Willett states that, comparing the three 
years and three months preceding free sugar-January 1, 1888, 
to April 1, 1891-with the three years and five months of free 
sugar-April 1, 1891, to August 1, 1894-the consumer paid 
2.512 cents per pound less for his sugar in the last period of · 
time, when there was no duty, than in the first period, when 
there was a duty of 2.24 cents per pound. 

Next, Mr. Willett shows, in Table No. 4, on page 3548 of the 
hearings before the special committee, that the effect of the 
~mposition of the 40 per cent ad valorem duty on sugar carried 
in the Wilson bill, which he says was equivalent to a duty of 
0.979 cent per pound, was to raise the price of refined sugar 
0.834 cent per pound, and that the effect of the Dingley law of 
1897, which still further increased the Wilson duty by 0.824 
cent per pound, was to increase the price of sugar to the con
sumer 0.58u cent per pound, and he accounts for the fact that 
the price did not increase to the full extent of the increase in 
duty, in these periods", !Jy stating that it did not so increase 
"because of the lower range of prices for raws, owing to over
production of supplies." Of course, Mr. Chairman, the commit
tee will understand that as to sugar, and as to all other com
modities, prices are affected by causes . that are entirely inde
pendent of changes in the" tariff. For instance, in September, 
1911, our price of sugar advanced a bout 2 cents per pound be
cause of a reported, though possibly somewhat exaggerated, 
shortage of more than a million tons in the German beet 
crop, and this advance occurred without any tariff change 
whatever, but the point is that whatever change is made in the 
price because of crop conditions, and in obedience to the law 
of supply and demand, we pay the ta.riff ta.x just the same, 
whether the crop is short and price rises or whether the crop 
is long and the price falls. In other words, while sugar went 
up 2 cents a pound in September, 1911, entirely independent of 
the tariff, yet even then we would have gotten our sugar at 2 
cents a pound cheaper than we did get it if it had not been 
for the duty on sugar, and since then it has gone down more 
than 2 cents, with the tariff still unchanged, and we would now 
get it 2 cents a pound cheaper than we do but for the tariff. 

After analyzing the changes in our tariff laws on sugar to 
which I have just referred, Mr. Willett summed up the situation 
in the following striking and significant statement: 

The chairman remarked (p. 3072, at bottom of page), "and the less 
will be the worth of the sugar lost in refi.ning." All the analyses of 
.changing from duty to free sugar show that whenever duty is taken oft'. 
the cost of refining decreases and when duty is. added the cost of re
fining increases, but these analyses also show that whenever duty is 
taken oil' the consumer gets the full benefit of the amount of duty taken 
o.lf and also a part of the lower cost of refining. 

Mr. Henry C. Mott, buyer of raw sugar for the American 
Sugar Refining Co., testified (Hearings, pp. 2451, 2452) that the 
amount of duty is always charged to the consumer. 

Mr: C. A. Spreckels, president of the Federal Sugar Refining 
Co., testified (hearings, pp. 2245, 2246) that to place sugar on 
the free list would r~duce the price of sugar to the consumer
by the amount of the duty, approximately 2 cents a poand. 

Mr. Edwin F. Atkins, vice president of the American Sugar 
Refining Co., testified (hearings, p. 142) that if we reduce the 
tariff on sugar the effect would be to reduce the price of refined 
sugar-
prnctlcally by the amount of the reduction, always subject to the fl.uctu-
ntions of suppiy_ and demand for raw suga.r. . 

l\Ir. Frank C. Lowry, when asked the question (hearings, 
p. 1721) as to whether or not the removal of the duty on sugar 
would guarantee to the consumer the full benefit of such re
moval, replied : 

Exactly, because then there would be no combination of de.alers in 
this country, because they would have to compete with the dealers in 
other countYies, and you can not get the dealers in th"e ·entire world 
lnto a combination. 

Mr. Henry T. Oxnard, of the American Beet-Sugar Refining 
Co., testified (hearings, p. 406) that by admitting Hawaiian 
and Philippine sugar free the advantage was given to the 
Hawaiians and Filipinos rather than to anyone in the United 
States, because the sugar people in Hawaii and the. Philippmes 
had simply "increased their p1ice just the amount of · duty re
moved," and following that statement he had a yery interesting 

colloquy with the distinguished gentleman fi.·om Michigan [Mr. 
~O~NEY], .who preceded me in this debate, to which I wish to 
mv1te special attention: 

· Mr. FORDNEY. Would not Eu.rope do that to-day if we were to tak~ the 
duty off of European sugar, and Cuba? . 

lli. OxN.ARD. They would t_o a certain extent; but they- could not 
because they would be competing against the world. • 
S Mr. FORDNEY. Suppose the duty was removed to the whole world 

uppose_ we removed the duty on a.U imported sugar from all countries 
of the world ; would they not take advantage ot it? 

Mr. Ox~ARD. They would compete with the other countries. I 
. So'. Mr. Chairman, it seems ~o me to _be both demonstrated by 

history ~d proven by the testimony, without conflict or dispute 
that the removal of duty will reduce. the price of sugar by th~ 
_amount of the duty, and we present this bill to the American 
people, to the overburdened American consumer, with the con
fident hope that we have demonstrated the contention and that 
the enactment of the bill into law will reduce the price of every 
pound of sugai· consumed in this country to the extent of nearly 
2 cents at the end of three years, when the entire duty is 
removed. 

M~. Chairman, the remarkable and entirely unfounded con
tention has been made on this floor and throughout the country 
that the American Sugai· Refining Co., commonly called the 
Sugar T~ust, i~ for free su~ar. The fact is precisely otherwise, 
and durmg th.is very debate I have been simply astounded to 
hea~ gentle~en, who mu.st .and do know better, try to convey 
the unpresSion that such is the case. To set th.is matter at rest 
forever, I will here quote from the testimony of l\Ir. Edward 
F. Atkins, the vice president and executive head of the Ameri
can Sugai· Refining Co., given to the Ways and Means Commit~ 
tee on January 15, 1913. (Hearings, Schedule E, pp. 2382-2383.)' 

Mr. HARRISON. I would like to ask the witness. a question. Mr. 
Atkins, you are the vice president of the American Sugar Refining 
Co., which is popularly known as the Sugar Trust? ' 

Mr. ATKINS. It is som-etimes referred to as that. 
Mr .. H.A..R.RISON. Do you appear here representing the sentiment of 

the directors of that company? 
Mr. ATKINS. Yes, sir; with their authority. 
Mr. HABJUSON. A.re you in favor o1 free -sugar2 
Mr. ATKINS. I run not, and our company is not. 
Mr .. HAruusoN. I wish to ask you further whether you know of the 

campalgn which has been conducted by Mr. Frank c Lowrey as 
s~cre~ary of the Wholesale Grocers' Association, in favor of a reduc
tion m the duty on sugar? 

Mr. ATKINS .. I have occasionally received a pamphlet expressin"' 
Mr. Lowrey's views on the subject. 0 

Mr. HARRISON. It has been suggested, also, that the campai"'n con
ducte_d by Mr. Lowrey was at the instigation of the American"' Sugar 
Refinmg Co. ; is that true? · 

Mr .. ATKINS. It is untrue. One reason why I appear before this 
comnuttee is to clear that matter up, not only with your committee 
but with the whole country. We "are opposed to free sugar for th~ 
~easons that are given here. We are, however, desirous of a reduction 
m the tarlft'. . 

Mr. HARRrso~. What is the extent of the interest of the American 
Sugar Refining Co. in the beet-sugar plants of the United States? 

Mr. ATKINS. We hold not so much as we had at one time. At 
present I think it is--

Mr. ATKINS'S SECRET.ARY. It is given at page 100 of the hearing 
before the Hardwick committee. Would you like to have it? 

Mr. IIARRrsoN. No; I will not trouble you for that. 
Mr. ATKINS. It was $23,000,000, the pa.r value. It is since some

what reduced It is approximately $22,000,000, the par value now 
We have disposed of som~ holdings. · • 

Nor ought it to be overlooked that many years ago the colossal 
architect of the Sugar TrQ~t, the late Henry 0. Havemeyer 
testifying before the industrial commission, truly characterized 
the protective tariff as "the mother of trnsts." What position 
do the various cane refiners take in reference to free sugar? 
The American or "the trust," controlling 62.39 per cent of the 
total sugar-refining business (report of sugar committee, p. 16), 
is opposed to free sugar, undoubtedly largely because of its 
$22,000,000 interest in _the beet-sugar factories. The next largest 
refiner, the National, producing 10 per cent of the total product 
(report of sugar committee, p. 15), also opposes free sugar as is 
evidenced by the statement of its president, James H. Post, to 
'the Ways and Means Committee on January 15, 1913. The rea
son for the position of the National is quite easy to .understand 
when we recall that it is completely under the control of the 
trust, since the common stock of the National was declared in
valid by the courts (report of sugar committee, p .. 15), for the 
trust now owns a majority of the National's stock. The only 
two refiners of any size who are independent of the trust, 
namely, Arbuckle Bros. and the Federal; favor free sugar, Ar
buckle Bros. producing 8.7 per cent of the total output of refined 
sugar, and the Federal, of which Mr. C. A. Spreckels is presi
dent, controlling only 6.3 per cent of that oQtput (report of sugar 
committee. p. 14). 

When the exact facts are understood and the comparative 
size of the great interests who oppose free sugru' and of those 
independents who favor it is realized, all sensible men must 
.and will be disgusted at all this silly twaddle that :free .sugar is 
proposed by the Democratic Party in the interest of the trust 
and of the great refiners of the country. It is the veriest of 
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non ense, and the fact that gentlemen who oppose free sugar 
indulge in it is the strongest possible proof of how hard put they 
are for real arguments. Before I pass from this question let me 
say just a few words as a matter of simple justice to two gentle
men who have been most unjustly ass3'iled in this debate and 
who for some years past have been conspicuous targets for the 
abu e of almost every man who wishes to keep a protective duty 
on sugar. I refer to Mr. C. A. Spreckels and to Mr. Frank C. 
·Lowrey, of the Federal Sugar Refining Co. These gentlemen are 
both strong :mq.. forcefbl advocates of free sugar. They haye 
conducted an open, an aggressi\e, able propaganda in support of 
that cause. So far as I haYe ever heard it suggested by anyone, 
they have been honorable and open in their methods and have 
conducted a clean fight, if a hard one. And yet there are gen
tlemen in this country, and even in this House, who seem to 
think that while it is perfectly proper for Messrs. Oxnard, Hath
away, Warren, Atkins, Truman Palmer, Ballou, and a host of 
other gentlemen to conduct as strong a fight as can be made to 
retain the protective duty on sugar, to their own enrichment, 
that it is hardly short of crime for Spreckels and Lowrey to 
contend for free sugar. I can not understand the fairness of 
such a view. It does not appeal to me. Whatever other gen
tlemen may say or think, I believe that l\Ir. Spreckels and l\Ir. 
Lowrey have earned and are justly entitled to the gratitude and 
good will of every American consumer who eats sugar and has 
a grocery bill to pay. 

But, Mr. Chairman, let me attempt to reply to just one or two 
more of the so-called arguments that are made against free 
sugar. Its opponents insist that as soon as sugar is put on the 
free list the refiners will all combine and the domestic beet and 
cane product ha \ing been destroyed will proceed to raise the 
price of refined sugar to the American consumer. Let us ex
amine this argument. In the first place, as I have already 
explained, the Louisiana sugar people produce raw sugar, which 
they sell to the refiners, and are in no competition with the 
refiners, hence there can be no le·ssening of competition from 
that quarter. In the next place, I do not believe that free 
sugnr will have the effect of either destroying or substantially 
curtailing the production of domestic beet sugar, but if, for the 
·sake of the argument, we assume that it should do so, what 
rational human being can believe that there is more danger of 
coml.Jination among American refiners when they are subjected 
to the competition of the refined sugar of the entire world, a 
total of almost 18,000,000 tons per year, than when they are pro
t~ted from world competition by- a high duty as now, and have 
a domestic competitor (in which the largest of the refiners, the 
trust, has an enormous interest) that produces only a little over 
half a million tons? Have they more or less inducement and 
opportunity to combine now or then? I have heard great Re
publican statesmen concede that one of the dangers of a pro
tecthe system is a tendency and a temptation for uomestic pro
ducers to combine to raise prices behind the shelter of a tariff 
wall, but it has remained for latter-day, and I fear decadent, 
Republican statesmanship to suggest that one of the tenden
cie of free trarle is to invite a combination among domestm 
manufacturers. It is too ridiculous a contention to merit fur
ther reply. 

l\Ir. Chairman. almost two years ago, while testifying before 
the House committee on sugar, the head of the Sugar Trust, 
Mr. Edward F . Atkins, ventured this observation (hearing, 
p. 167) : 

They have never been alJle to get a reuuction of the duties on sugar 
fo1· this reason. There are 17 States in the Union producing beet 
sugar. Every one of these States has two Senators. There are 34 
Senators, and every one of these Senators is a Republican. $ • $ 

They have never had an opportunity to get that reduction down. The 
probability is that they can not get any reduction now (1911) in the 
face of such strong opposition as that is. 

So, according to the head of the Sugar Trust, in 1911 there 
were 34 practical reasons why the American people could get 
no relief from the tax on sugar-just 34. Thanks to a merciful 
Providence many of these "reasons" have been removed since 
the day of l\Ir. Atkins's significant and truthful observation. 
and I believe that at the other end of the Capitol as well as 
here we Ipay now hope and believe that the general interests 
of all the American people are to prevail over the selfish greed 
of a few large corporations that would like to retain a perpetual 
license to continue to make huge diYidends on watered stocks 
out of the pockets of the people. 

Mr. Chairman, iu concluding my remarks, I wish to say that 
the proposition that the Democratic Party present to-day is 
neither new nor no-ml in this body. In the last Democratic 
House that ever sat in this Chamber before the Sixty-second 
Congress the Wilson bill left that door, on its way across this 
Capitol, with free sugar written in it. It was in tbe Senate. of 
the United States that the will of ~e people was defeated and 

the American consumer denied the relief to which he was so 
justly entitled. 

In the last House of Representath·es, the first we had con
trolled in 16 years, we again sent a free-sugar bill to a Republi
can Senate only to meet in that body an untimely but not unex
pected death. Mr. Atkins's 34 " reasons" were still there. 

Before many more days shall elapse this great bill with free 
sugar written in it will cross to the other side of the Capitol 
in its triumphant march to passage and approval, and I believe 
that nowhere in all its schedules is there carried any single 
reduction or removal of duty in the interest of the American 
consumer that is more righteous, just, and necessary than in its 
sugar schedule. Nor has it been very long ago since the great 
leaders of the Republican Party were proclaiming exactly the 
same faith that I proclaim to-day. Let me refer you to seYeral 
instances in which our political adYersaries have ad' ocated free 
sugar. 

I read first from tlle speech of William l\IcKiuley, deliYered 
on this floor on l\lay 20, 1 90, when that distinguished gentle
man presented the l\IcKinley bill : 

I would have preferred, Mr. Chairman, if the article of sup;ar could 
have been left in the tariff schedule upon the dutiable list. This, bow· 
ever, was not practicable in the presence of an aJmost universal senti· 
ment in favor of the removal of the entire duties upon this article of 
universal family USP.. 

Again, hear the Hon. Nelson Dingley during the same debate 
on l\Iay 10, 1890 : 

The duty collected on sugar and molasses the last fiscal year was 
$55,975,610, or nearly 2 cents per pound. Ad<llng to this the increased 
cost of 275,000,000 pounds of sug{l[· produced in this country, equiva
lent to the duty of 2 cents per pound. and the duty imposed on these 
articles was practically a tax of $63,500,000, or $1 per head, on the 
people of this country . . 

Inasmuch as there Is scarcely n.nother article of common use not 
now on the free list which can not be promptly produced or made here 
nearly or substantially to the extent of our wants, the transfer or 
suga1· and molasses to the free list will afford conspicuous relief to the 
people of this country. 

I next read you from a speech of another. distinguished gentle
man who had a Jong and illustrious career in this House. I 
refer to the Hon. Joseph G. Cannon, of Illinois, who on May 20,· 
1 90, said : 

Mr. Chairman, the placing of sugar on lhe free list will relieve eac:i 
inhabitant, rich and poor, of $1 per annum of tax, and at least 50 cents 
of extortion levied by the sugar 1·efiners. 

'I'he gentleman from California asks, Why give a bounty to the pro
ducers of sugar in the United States ? Well, I an. we1· my friend, I am 
not anxious to give a bounty if you do not want it. My principal 
anxiety is to place sugar on the free iist and relieve the people from 
this g1·eat burden of taxation. 

In 1894, when the Senate amended the Wilson bill, the late 
Senator William B. Allison of Iowa said on June 8, 1894: " If I 
had my way, I would strike from this bill every -vestige which 
provides a duty on sugar." And yet Republicans of to-day, the 
few that are left, first at this end of the Capitol and a little 
later, I suppose, at the other end of the Capitol, denounce this 
bill as radical, unjust, and indefensible, and assert that in 
presenting it the Democratic Party is "destroying a great 
American industry." Like the French Bourbons, the e gentle· 
men seem alike unable to forget anything and to learn anything. 

·Forgetful now as always, heedless now as always, of the inter
est of the whole people, they seem utterly tmable to comprehend 
that the days of their power have passed to return no more, 
because the country sees that they can ne--rnr learn the meaning 
of the first test of true statesmanship-" the greatest good to 
the greatest number." _ 

l\Ir. Chairman, it is my deliberate judgment after some study 
of the question that the sugar schedule carried in this bill is a 
splendid redemption of our election pledge, that so far as it 
can be done by tariff legislation the Democratic Party will 
reduce tlle cost of living, and I l>elieYe that in giving this relief 
to the consumer the ·Democratic Party plants itself on impreg
nable ground, as it asserts it \Yill not continue this burdensome 
tax on one of the great necessities of life. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I wiJl ask how the time 
stanus on the two sides? 

The CHAIRMAN (l\Ir. HEFLIN). There are 30 minutes no·w 
due to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] in 
order to eYen up the time. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask the gentleman from Massa
chusetts to e\en the time now. 

Mr. GARDNER. I did not understanc.1 the gentleman. 
M:r. UNDERWOOD. I understanu that there are 30 minutes 

due on that side of the House to mnke the time eyeu, and I ask 
the gentJerirnn from ~fassachusetts to use that much time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. HARD
WICK] used 34 minutes of the 35 minutes allotted to him. 
. l\Ir. GA.RDNER. Before we begin further discussion on the 
Rer>ublican side of the Honse, I want to thank the gentleman 
from Georgia [1\Ir. HARDWICK] for his remarks about these 
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flowers, and I also wish to thank him for his " supreme acco
lade," as he snys was accorded him and his colleagues in the 
support of this bill. I read in the dictionary that an accolade 
is a •ceremony or salutation consisting of m embrace or a 
klss." I will accept the invitation of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. HARDWICK] later in the evening. [Laughter.] 

I now yield to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. l\ImmooK]. 
Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 

from California [.Mr. BELL]. 
i\Ir. BEI...L of California. 1\ir. Chairman, I have been inter

ested in the proceedings of the last three or four days, and 
one thing that I have noted is the calm, placid demeanor and 
the smiling face of the distinguished gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. UNDERWOOD]. He has sat here secure in the thought that 
no amount of fervid oratory or argument, answerable or un
answerable, could pry from him a single vote, and with this 
knowledge it is idle for me to voice my protest against this bi11, 
as idle as it was for me to file the several thousand protests 
agHinst the proposed reduction in the sugar tariff from the 
farmers that you gentleman on that side of the House love so 
wen, and whom you are protecting and caring for so carefully
protests from tbe beet growers, from the mechanics who work 
in and about the factories-the factories not owned and con
trolled by the Refining Trust-and from the men who make and 
repair the agricultural implements that are used by the beet 
farmers; from the small iperchants who furnish supplies to the 
thousnnds of white laborers-wen-paid white laborers-engaged 
in this industry; and last, but not least, from the home keepers 
and the house"\\iT"es in my State who, by grace of the chivalry, 
the sense of justice, and the intelligence of the men of Cali
fornia, are -voters as well as taxpayers. [Applause.} 

Now, l\Ir. Chairman, I realize that these debates, so cailed, 
hn•e no bearing whnte>er on the fate of this tariff bill. The 
bill was passed, in so far as this House is concerned, when the 
gn vel fell for the last time behind the closed and locked doors 
of the Democratic secret caucus room. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [l\Ir. BARKLEY] said in a very 
ingenuous way, at the beginning o.t' his well-delivered address 
the other day, that he did not e::x;pect to change a single vote. 
Why, of course he did not. The gentleman sat in this same 
secret Democratic caucus, and of course he knew that no vote 
would he changed. But I suppose, Mr. Chairman, that there 
was a time in the history of this Nation when within these 
very walls, and before the days of Cannonism or its successor, 
the Democratic caucus, men voted their convictions and states
men by arguments may have changed some votes on measures 
in this House. But that was long ago. [Laughter.] 

'!'he gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WILLIS], in his speech, read 
a plank from the Democratic platform, and the gentleman from 
Illinois [l\!r. STRINGER} also spoke of a platform pledge of the 
Progressive Party. The reading of platform pledges seems to 
be a popular thing, and I want to i-eread this section from the 
Democratic Baltimore platform: 

We recognize that our system of tarur taxation is intimately con
nected with the business of the country, and we favor the ultimate 
attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation that will not· 
injure or destroy legitimate business. 

THE BEET-SUGAR IXDUSTRY. 

I wonder if the gentlemen who framed this bill considered 
the growin° of sugar beets a legitimate business. 

Is it a legitimate industry in which thousands of laborers find 
employment during the season in plowing, seeding, thinning, 
cuJtiT"ating irrigating, and harvesting a crop that pays about 
$2.000,000 for field labor in California annually? There is no 
other crop grown in a large way that pays so large a per cent 
of the gross income to the labor that produces it. The proposed 
reduction of the tariff means, of course, a lower price for the 
beet grower. It can mean nothing else, but there is absolutely 
no way by which the grower can reduce the cost of produc
tion, which is almo t entirely labor. Becau e of our high per
CeJJ.tage of sugar, California could compete with the world if it 
were not for the high cost of labor. We pay three or four times 
as much for labor as they do in Germany and France. Beet 
culture has been a great factor in the reclamation of alkaline 
lands, and California has thousands of acres of such ,lands that 
can be utilized for the growing of sugar beets but are of very 
little value for other crops. .After beets have been grown in 
such soil for a number of years the alkali is eliminated and 
the soil is suited for any agricultural purpose. This has been 
amply demonstrated in many sections of my State. 

The citrus-fruit growers of California, many of whom are 
sturdy pioneers who, in the face of almost insurmountable 
difficulties, have spent years of toil in reclaiming lands sup
posed to be arid and valueless; who have spent time and money 
in bringing from the mountains water that would otherwise 

run uselessly to the sea; and who by their thrift and pluck 
have made that portion of America the beauty spot of the 
world-they believe they are engaged in a legitimate.industry. 

And yet you gentlemen in your platform promised the people 
of this Nation not to irt'jore or destroy legitimate bu.sine s. 

I have listened to the debates on both sides of this Chamber, 
but I want to say that outside of the locked caucus room of 
the Democratic Party and beyond the walls of this House 
there is a waiting, expectant audien~e-the people of this 
Nation. And they are not waiting to read the academic argu
ments that are presented here; they are not waiting to hear 
the well-rounded sentences of these carefully prepared ad
dresses. They are watching and waiting to see the result 
and the practical effects of this new tariff bill. They are 
waiting for the redemption of your promise to make lower the 
~ost of U-.ing. And let me say to you, gentlemen, that they 
will not be brushed aside by the hedging statement made on 
this floor that, of course, they must not expect the benefits 
of this bill to accrue to them at once. Oh, no; they most not 
expect that, and they must wait untn the· big wholesaler, as 
has been stated on this floor, has unloaded his well-filled ware
houses into the smaller warehouses of the retailer, and he in 
turn has dumped these goods into the homes of the ultimate 
taxpaying consumers; and then, perhaps, after that time, there 
may be another excuse offered. And let me say to you that 
they will not be content to wait one, two, or three years. 
Your orators and .your candidates haYe gone up and down the 
length and breadth of this land promising an immediate re
duction in the cost of living, and these people are rooking to 
you for the promised relief, and woe betide the party, as your 
Members haye so eloquently said, that faiis to :rnep its promises. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

THE CITRUS ·FRUIT INDUSTRY. 

The world's supply of lemons is produced in southern Italy 
and in California; and Italy has a monopoly in supplying this 
product to all the countries in Europe, ~ monopoly in eastern 
Canada, and until recently it had a complete monopoly in the 
United States. But when the frost last winter destroyed the 
greater part of the crop in California the fruit importers' 
trust in New York took advantage of California's disaster and 
misfortune and raised the price of lemons immediately a 
dollar a box. [Applause on the Republican side.} 

The duty on citrus fruits has been lower~ apparently, on the 
theory that the reduction "W'ill give the eastern consumer 
cheaper lemons; at least that is the plea made by the lemon 
importer and the foreign exporter and those who have been 
retained by both to secure a reduction in the duty. It is not a 
difficult task to show the fallacy of this assumption, but the 
citrus item has a far · subtler influence beliind it than a reduc
tion in the retail price of lemons. '.rhis citrus item has been 
systematic.ally kept before the eastern people since 1910 by 
those who. have been retained to convince the people that a 
lower duty means cheaper lemons to the consumer. It has ap
pealed to the voter who formerly lived in Italy. Does any 
Member of Congr~ss think · that the importers of lemons in 
New York and the exporters of lemons in Palermo are running 
a charitable institution in the interest of the eastern consumer? 
The Fruit Importers' Union of New York and the foreign ex
porters are not institutions of that h.'ind. They are business 
men who want to be relieved of paying the duty, so that it may 
not act as a. fixed charge against the wholesn1e price of the fruit. 
That is the only reason why the importer has been willivg to 
bear the burden of such a campaign. EleTen importers control 
more than one-half of the Jemons imported into the United 
States, or one-fourth of all the lemons consumed in the United 
States. 

The orange industry in California represents an investment 
of $150,000,000. Ten thousand farmers are engaged in the cul
ture of the fruit. Twenty thousand laborers a.re employed di
rectly in the industry. One hundred and twenty-five thousand 
people depend upon it, directly nnd indirectly, for a livelihood, 
and, together with the lemon industry, it is the basis of the 
stability of the banks, schools, churches, and other institutions 
in the citrus districts of California. The California orange is 
the only article of food of general consumption that has de
creased in price to the consumer in the last 20 years. The 
citrus-fruit growers of California ask only that the difference 
in the cost of production at home and abroad be equalized. 
They do not ask that the greu t difference in the cost of trans· 
portation oe equalized. . 

A TAJUFF COlil\IISSION. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of a proper downward revi. ion 
of the tariff that .:ill equalize conditions of competition between 
the United States and foreign countries, both for the farmer and 
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the manufacturer, and which shall maintain for labor an ade
quate standard of living. 

I regret that no opportunity will be afforded me to vote upon 
the separate schedules of the present tariff bill. I believe in the 
principle of an income tax, but no opportunity will be given ~e 
to vote upon this proposition sepai·ately, an::1 the ills that will 
.fiow from this proposed revision of the tariff will, in my opinion, 
far outweigh the benefits of an income tax. 

I believe that a tariff bill should be based upon scientific prin
ciples rather than on the exigencies of a political party that is 
endearnring to perpetuate itself as the dominant party in Amer
ican politics. The Democratic principle of a tariff for revenue 
only is a theory that would destroy the protective system of this 
country. 

Together with other members of the Progressive Party, I be
lie>e that in the drafting of a tariff bill the problem undertaken 
to be solved should be first understood; that no tariff bill should 
be framed solely upon the political beli~ or theories of a.ny 
party, but upon the recommendation after investigation and in
formation of a scientilic nonpartisan tariff commission,. whose 
sole duty it should be to best conserve the interests of America 
as against the world. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARDNER. I yield to the· gentleman from Nevada [Mr. 
ROBERTS] . 

lli. ROBERTS of Nevada. Mr. Chairman, I realize how diffi
cult it is to make remarks that may be of any interest at this 
honr of the night. after you have listened to so many distin
guished men; but being a son of parents who crossed the Plains 
in 1849 and located upon the great Western Plateau, I stand 
before you to-night to voice my protest as· best I can, in my 
humble way, against the. measure which you intend to place 
upon your statute books and which I believe will destroy prac
tically every industry of the great State of Nevada. 

Nevada to-Oay for ms the greatest district, from a congres
sional standpoint, that there is in this Union. I do not say so 
with reference to population, but I 90 say so with reference to 
area, with reference to possibilities, and especially with refer
ence to infant industries. 

What do you propose to do with the wool industry of the 
great West-practically 2,000,000 sheep? What do you propose 
to do with our beet-sug-ar industry of the great Carson-Truckee 
project, a.mounting to almost $3,000,000? You propose to de
stroy it at ope fell stroke. 

What do you propose to do with the lead mines of the State 
I have the honor to represent and which came to the front when 
this Nation was in periH Ah, you propose to let in the lead 
from Mexico and South America and to drive the laboring men 
from the State of Nevada out of work and employment. 

What do you propose to do with our zinc mines in that State, 
I ask you-an infant industry which to-day bids fair to become 
one of the best there is upon the Pacific coast? 

What do you propose to do with our cattlemen? What do 
you intend to do with our farmers and those people for whom 
this Government is expending millions of dollars in order to irri
gate their lands? Ah, I want to tell you, my friends, that you 
are striking a deathblow at the very industries in which they 
are engaged. 

I want to say that I know something about the West. I may 
be uncouth and to some extent unlearned, but I know something 
of the circumstances that exist there. I see a number of labor
ing men upon this floor who have come forward on various 
occasions and at important times in behalf of organized labor. 
I want to tell you gentlemen that every wind tllat is wafted 
eastward across the Pacific Ocean from China and Japan brings 
to our shores the hum of industry of the Japanese and the Chi
nese of those countries who are only seeking an opportunity 
of coming into closer competition with the American working
men of this country .. the American farmers, and the American 
miners. Y~u know you can not buy a potato to-day-and the 
gentleman from California who has just preceded me can sub
stantiate this-you can not buy a potato for your little children 
the price of which is not fix ed by the Japanese potato king at 
Berkeley, in that grea t educational center. I know whereof I 
speak, and that is a fact. In the place where l was born and 
where I played as a boy the cherry trees to-day are in the 
hands of the little brown men. I do not believe in violating any 
of our treaties, and I do not mean to inject this as a piece of 
jingoism, but I do as a warning say to you that I ha"\'e great 
admiration for the South, for the manner in which they have 
been able to uphold the virtue and womanhood of this country 
and the dignity of the Caucasian race. I am proud of them in 
that respect; but I want to tell you that I, as an American citi
zen, am proud that the Republican Party, to which I belong, 
has eyer stood not only to protect the races of one country "'110 

ha-re come here, but the races of all countries, but especially 
the Caucasian race. · 

l\Ir: GORDON. Will tile gentleman yield? 
1\fr. ROBERTS of Nevada. The gentleman can ask all the 

questions he wants to, but I do not know whether I can answer 
them or not. 

Mr: GORDON. Does the gentleman think the tariff law 
affects the divorce industry in .Nevada? 

Mr. ROBERTS of .Ne-r-ada. I do not know from what State 
the gentleman comes. I have been here two years, and I never 
met the gentleman before. The gentleman has injected himself 
into se\eral speeches on the floor and perhaps he wants to inject 
himself into my speech because it will be sent to every voter in 
my district. I will say that so far as the divorce industry in 
my State is {fJncerned I have nothing to say against it other than 
this, that the State of Nevada stands to-day on a par with tile 
State that the gentleman comes from or any State in this 
Union. I am proud of it. It takes one year to get a divorce in 
Nevada, and I do not know whether it takes any less in the 
Sta te the gentleman comes from or not. However, I will venture 
to say that there are a goodly number of the gentleman's own 
constituents who have been out there for the purpose of divorce 
in the past. [Laughter and applause.] 

Now, gentlemen, I have got to inject some things into this 
speech, and I have only a few moments left. I am one of the 
newcomers and you know we have to beg for time. 

Mr. Chairman, of late we have heard so much from the three 
parties represented upon the floor of this House concerning 
their ideas on ta.riff measures that I desire to briefly gh·e my 
own views, without regard to where the "chips may fall." I 
am no "hidebound" partisan, as my record shows, but am a 
protectionist in all that the term implies. I have voiced my 
sentiments here upon the questions involved on seyeral occa
sions, and I defy any man of any party to be a stronger pro
tectionist than myself. I am a stronger protectionist to-day 
than I ever was.. and I run proud of it. Some of my esteemed 
colleagues, longer in se1·vice than myself and representing con
stituents whose very all depends upon the fundamental principles 
cl protection, have practically abandoned those principles because 
of political expediency and a.re to-day "dillydallying" with the 
free traders and the Socialists. Some of them occupy higl:t 
committee assignments, and their positions demand more of 
them than mere criticism of those principles which brought 
them from obscurity into positions of prominence before the 
American people. The question before the American people 
to-day is protection or free trade. There can be no halfway 
ground. I have more regard for an out-and-out free trader than 
I have for one who would clothe his honest convictions in 
academic verbiage and "beat around the bush" about a "com
petitive tariff" and reciprocal talk, which means nothing but 
an a}}andonment of the very principles upon which the great
ness of our country is based. I like the sound, honest, common~ 
sense judgment of such men as "Uncle JOE FoRDNEY," the gen
tleman from Michigan, clothed in the language of the layman 
rather than the "high-flown" rhetorical phrases of some of our 
colleagues, who talk theory and write fiction, and who are wont 
to paint rainbows in the vernacular of the modern collegian 
just entering upon pt:-blic life, and whose words are solely for 
home consumption. 

I have always advocated the establishment of tariff schedules 
under tile guidance and direction of a scientific nonp:irtisrm 
tariff board, and I trust my good friends on the other side of 
the aisle, notable among whom are the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee and the Speaker of this House, both of 
whom are on record as favoring that manner of tariff reform, 
will not take offense when I state that since Congress through 
its Democratic Members has abandoned that mode of procedure 
that the l\lembers of this House will be. tempted to look out more 
particularly for the interests of their respective dish·icts than 
for the general welfare of all the people. We will be forced 
into the position of using our own judgment based upon the 
best data available, which, to say the least, is most unsatis
factory. By abolishing the tariff board you have simply gone 
back to a farcical local proposition wherein each and every 
locality will,. in the very nature of things, look out for itself. 
In the State I represent there are many industries entirely 

. dependent upon a protective policy of legislation, and the Repre
sentative who fails to recognize it and wh-0 votes against pro
tection simply votes against the interests of his own people. I 
can not do so, and I do not believe other l\1embers will do so. 
We untrained and unscientific men are apt to err in attempting 
to fix the proper rate of protection without the guidance of a 
scientific and nonpartisan tariff board, and, besides, we· are also
apt to be foreed into the position of standing in with some one 
else who wants too much protection in order to see that our 

, 
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own interests are properly safeguarded. For that reason I dis
like the manner now proposed of establishing the various tariff 
scheclules :rncl for that reason alone ha·rn thus protested. No 
ta riff chedule e>er yet adopted by Congress has proven satis
factory to all the people, and by the present procedure never 
will be, nor would perhaps a tariff established by a tariff board 
be snti .,factory to all the people. any more than a verdict of a 
jury would be acceptable to all the people; but it would at least 
ha\e some sort of foundation based upon judgment and logic 
and free from the sectional objections I have heretofore men
tioned. 

This is the sixth time in the history of our Government when 
the majority .Members of the House ha >e sought to " cut out " 
the principles of protection. The first five times it signally 
failed and hard times, disaster, business stagnation, and starva
tion followed the experiment. If it does not fail this time--and 
I sincerely trust that it will not, but that marked prosperity 
will be the result of the legislation of the new administration
! will be agreeably surprised. Inasmuch as you on the other 
side of this House are certain to pass tariff schedules without 
regard to the element of protection, I certainly wish you suc
cess, for I am no blind partisan, and if the principles you ad>o
cate are the ones which will bring the greatest good to the 
greatest number of our countrymen, then will I, for one, meekly 
submit to the superiority of your judgment. 

The great trouble with tariff making has ever been that the 
interests of the people as a whole have been disregarcled, and 
certain localities with sufficient "political pull" to get what 
they desired, regardless of the general welfare of our people, 
ha>e succeeded in passing tariff measures calculated only for 
special interests. Whenever any system of tariff revision can 
be den ed whereby favoritism to certain interests and localities 
will be abandoned and the interests of the whole people cared 
for, then will I support the measure. That was my rea.-on for 
supporting a scientific, nonpartisan tariff board. 

The Tariff Board, however, for the time being is a thing of 
the past, and we can only strive to work for the general welfare 
as best we can, realizing our shortcomings and our weaknesses. as 
h a Ye ever "cropped out" under the present mode of procedure. 

Why, gentlemen, when the sugar schedule was up for re
vision at the last session of Congress my good friends from the 
State of Louisiana, and though loyal l\1embers of the majority 
side of this House, came squarely out for the particular inter
ests of their particular section. Other l\1embers of this House 
ha. >e done likewise for their sections, myself among the num
ber. You can not get away from it any more than you can from 
your own shadow on a sunny day. It is the everlasting bicker
ing, trading. and "back scratching" in the fixing of schedules 
that I detest. It has been the cause of all our "top-heavy" ancl 
• f lopsided" tariff schedules r:iince the beginning of this Govern
ment. 

For some time the political leaders on the majority side of · 
the House have been looking for some term that will designate 
their doctrine other than tariff for re>enue only, and have at 
last hit upon the euphonious words "competitive tariff." That 
mny suffice for a time, but when the working people of this 
country find that it means a sort of "free-for-all" competition 
with all the laboring classes on the face of the earth there 
will be a sudden change in the designation and some other 
high-sounding term used. Why not say free trade and be done 
with it? That is what you mean, but you do not dare come out 
openly and espouse it. You try to mislead the American people. 
I am a protectionist, and believe in it, and am not afraid to 
say so. 

Yon hear much talk about the high cost of living. It is uni
versal. One of the chief causes is the barrier between the con
sumers and the producers. Our consumers are too far re
mo>ed from the producers, both by distance and the interven
tion of middle men. Could the profits of the middle men be 
eliminated, the cost to the consumer would be lowered and the 
producer not injured. The farmer, while prosperous, is not 
getting it alI. He is only getting what rightfully belongs to 
him. He deserves it, and I hope he continues to get the same 
prices under the present administration. You told him before 
election times vrould be better. He voted for you, and now it 
is up to you to make good. You told him you would give him 
cheap machinery, cheap farming implements, cheap sewing 
machines, and all sorts of good and useful utensils for farming. 
Your promises before election reminded me of " pink pills for 
pale people "-a veritable panacen for all the ills that flesh is 
heir to. Of course the farmer will not feel the effects of free 
foodstuffs from the four corners of the earth. Oh, no; not at 
all! His cheap implements will offset that. But let me tell 
you , gentlemen, the farmer will not only get less for his produce, 
but he will pay just as much for his machinery and implements. 
The importer and middle men will get the benefit, if anyone 

does. The stock raiser will doubtless sing your praises for the 
interest you are t aking in him. You will let in the stock and 
herds from Canada aud l\Iexico and South America and will, 
besides, bring in free wool from Australia and elsewhere. 
That will be quite a boon to the sheepmen. 

In No>ember of last y.ear the people of the United States gave 
into the hands of our Democratic brethren the reins of Go>ern
ment, and for the first time in many, many years the three 
St'parate and distinct branches of Government are of the same 
political complexion. Did I say separate and distinct? Yes; 
and I trust that they will ever remain so; but in these days of 
strenuous life and political and commercial activity there is far 
too great a tendency to combine the executirn, legislative, and 
judicial branches into one great semi e.xecuti>e, legislative, and 
judicial branch and depart far from the fundamental principles 
upon which this Republic was based. We are moving in the 
direction of a monarchial form of Government through our 
failure to maintain the complete independence of the three de
partments of Government. 

Just as long as the consumers of this country clamor for 
lambs and Jamb chops and calves and veal chops and pigs and 
pigs' feet and squabs on toast will the herds aud flocks decimate 
and the prices of those table foods continue to increase. You 
can not kill off the young and keep up your herds and flocks. 
The stock raiser finds more profit in the sale of the·young than 
in the sale of the old, and accordingly the market price for 
meat continues to soar. The areas of lands suitable for stock 
raising is diminishing at an alarming rate. Much of the land 
has been put into forest reserves and considerable of it cut up 
into small farms for the culture of food cereals, and our popu
lation is continually on the increa se. In other words, the pro
duction does not keep pace with the consumption, and as long as 
that continues we can not hope for much relief as far as the 
high coRt of living is concerned. Some of you say open our 
markets to the world and then the consumer can obtain the 
foodstuffs cheaper. Yes; but what of the producer? It is only 
of recent years that the farmer has come into his own. He de
serves it. His life has been one of hardships and privations, 
and through his efforts has our Republic flourished and pro
gressed. Take away his profits and you will hit at the bone 
and sinew of the Nation. Perhaps you gentlemen on the other 
side of the House will reduce the cost of beefsteak. You told 
us so before election, and we are willing to be shown, even 
those of us who do not come from Missouri. 

You told us particularly that we were being robbed by giant 
corporations and that as soon as Congress could get together in 
extraordinary session the greedy corporation plutocrats would 
be sent to jail, and that clothes, shoes, boots, underwear, and 
foodstuffs would come tumbling down, and that the wage of the 
wage earner would increase, and that the dinner pail he carried 
under the Republican administration would not half hold the 
good things he could buy for the same money under your ad
ministration. 

But stop and listen ; I hear a sound ; 
It's the butcher a chasing CIIAMP's dawg around. 

And the workingmen. They are breathlessly waiting for that 
increased wage scale and the corresponding reduction in the 
necessaries of life. Of course some of them are waiting for pie 
at the pie counter, but even the price of pie and plums has not 
been reduced to any perceptible degree. Perhaps that is owing 
to the increased demand since the inaugural ceremonie . At 
any rate, brethren, the people have given you full power and 
authority to clo things. We will await your efforts. But if I 
might venture a guess I will say right here that four years from 
now you will hear a sound, and it wiil not be some one " kickin' 
CHAMP's dawg around." It will be the sound, steady tread of 
millions of misled American voters on their way to the polls to 
repudiate your action in taking away from them the prosperity 
they are now enjoying. 

You have come into power by means of Catalysis, notwith
standing the fact that you have fallen heir to the largest reve
nues ever known in American history. 0µ March 3, 1913, the 
balance in the general fund amounted to $149,335,711.78. Your 
appropriations are increased $120,000,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1914. Never in American history has there been a 
more prosperous administration of Government affairs and 
ne\er before have the opporhmities of our citizens been better. 

Republican statesman hip and far-sighted wisdom have 
wedded the Atlantic and the Pacific and brought into closer 
commercial relations tbe nations of the entire world; has con
served for prosperity the natural resources of our country; has 
reclaimed and improved millions o.f acres of arid lands; has 
built up a great beet-sugar industry; has protected the farmer 
and manufacturer along legitimate lines, and leaves yon as 
trustees of the greatest Nation on earth. What will you do to 
perpetuate our independent sovereignty?- Will you down the 
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indu tries of this country for experimental purposes? Or will 
you continue the policies which have made them flourish? 
Republican statesmanship preserved the Union and extended 
our domain; has preserved for all time the Monroe doctrine and 
the liberties of the people of the South American Republics ; has 
built up internal improvements., and preserved through trou
blous time the Constitution of our fathers-the liberties of 
100,000,000 free men. 

Republican statesmanship has settled our troubles without as 
well as within; has increased our revenues, advanced the Na
tion along lines of progress, and made of our people-cosmo
politan though they be-the most free and independent people 
on the face of the globe. Our farms are producing as they 
never produced before; our mines are giving up their wealth 
to be poured into the channels of trade and commerce; our re
lations with foreign powers are of a friendly nature; our mills 
and factories are working overtime; and our working classes 
are i•eceiving the highest wages on an average ever paid for the 
same class of work in this country or in any other country. 
Inventions are coming thick and fast, and the impossible is be· 
coming the po 'sible. IlailroadB are ~'i:ending in all directions. 
Urban and interurban lines connect, and the farmer's produce 
is carried to market directly from his door. Rural delivery and 
the pacel post contribute to his success, and the American people 
are making such advancement and enjoying a prosperity never 
before known in our history. 

And yet, crazed by an overprosperous administration of na
tional affairs and misled by what I believe to be unsom1d 
doctrine, systematically and skillfully preached from platform 
and through the medium of the press, the executive and legis
lative branches of the Government has been changed, and men 
whose policies are directly opposite to our views are now in 
control. We accord to them lofty purposes and high ideals and 
concede their intelligence, but condemn as unsafe and experi
m0ntal their doctrine. The prosperity of this country and gen
eral good of the people a.re too important to be trifled with. 
But the people have willed it; have taken you at your word, and 
you must " fish or cut bait."' It is a case· of " you'll be damned 
if you do and be damned if you don't," but in your deliberations 
here act the part of men, sound, reasonable, broad-gauged men, 
and legislate in the light of experience rather than in the dreami:i 
of theory. Theoretical doctrine plausibly preached may win 
votes enough to upset an administration, but it will not clothe 
tlle naked and feed the hungry. 

l\Iy friends of free-trade persuasion on this and the other side 
of the aisle which separates the majority from the minotity, 
you are responsible to this country for your stewardship. If 
your policies prove to be all that you claimed for them during the 
recent campaign, God help us protectionists; if they prove to be 
otherwise, God help you and save the country. You came into 
power with an overwhelming majority in the House and a 
working majority in the Renate. You are all in perfect har
mony. A sort of love-feast feeling permeates your caucuses 
and your deliberations. All, all, is harmony. But stop and 
listen, you can not hear a sound, everybody's patting the "dawg 
around." 

The leader of the majority, that estimable gentleman from 
Alabama, l\Ir UNDERWOOD, has poured Standard Oil upon the 
troubled waters and doubtless abundant sh·eams of revenue wm 
gush forth. Our Democratic friends from the South and West 
will consent to free lemons, in the interest of peace and har
mony at home and in the interest of the foreign .lemon growers 
abroad. Our friends from Louisiana will give up their pro
tective ideas concerning sugar and will bow to the will of the 
majority in the interest of harmony, and the Sugar Trust will 
sing a sweet requiem over the departed spirits of Democratic 
antagonism. 

Just stop and listen-you can't hear a sound
Everybody's loving each other around. 

And, in conclusion, with apoJogies to the poet of Alabama, the 
Hon. THOMAS HEFLIN, and in the interests of harmony at home 
and abroad, I submit the following verses as appropriate for 
singing at the next Democratic caucus: 

Take off the old tariff. let lemons in free ; 
L-Ook out for the fruit men of ol<l Italee. 
Cut out your beet sugar, let it come in free; 
Let's do all we can for our friend Germanee. 
'l'ake it all off of lumber, and let it in free; 
Lend a hand to the axman in old Canadee. 
Take it off of rice. and let it come free; 
We mast not forget John. the heathen Chlnee. 
Take it off of laces, let cheap goods in free ; 
It will give better wages to the brown Japanee. 
Let in your free boots and shoes ; don't you see 
It will raise the cheap wages a.cross the blue sea? 
Take It all off of everything, let it all come in free ; 
We must-if we fight for it-have harmonee. 

l\Ir. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. l\IANN]. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, when I first read the bill as it 
was introduced in the first instance, it seemed to me that I 
would desire considerable time in which to discu s both the 
principles of the bill and the items of the bill, nnd I feel the 
same way now. But the time for debate was so limited, and the 
demand was so great on this side of the House, that I did not 
feel at liberty to ask preference over those Members who 
wished to discuss the bill as affecting the interests in tbeiJ.· 
districts. 

But, after all, .Mr. Chairman, what we say here is of no great 
interest to the country at large. What we say amounts to 
little; what we do will be the guide by which the country 
judges us, and in the main what we do has an been settled by 
the Democratic caucus. We may talk and tnlk, but when this 
bill becomes a law and people know its effects, then they will 
judge by the results, not by the prophecies. 

We believe on our side of the House, chastened perhaps in 
spirit by defeat, learning somewhat through experience, we 
believe in a scientific adjustment of the tariff, in the placing 
of tariff duties based upon information and not upon ignorance. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] We stand for a tariff com
mission to learn facts, so that we know when we act in tariff 
legislation. You, on the other side of the aisle, declare that 
you know better the facts already than you can lenrn through 
a commission to be selected for the purpose of obtaining in
formation. We believe that when your law takes effect the 
country will learn that you are now ignorant on the subject, 
and the country will demand a party in power who profited by 
experience, learned the facts, and based a tariff upon scientific 
information. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

In theory, perhaps, in one sense, we are not so far apart. 
While you have, on the other side of the aisle, for years ta lked 
of a tariff for revenue only, I notice that in the speeches 
which have been made, and particularly the opening speech in 
the presentation of this bill to the House, there was little said 
about tariff for revenue but a great deal said about a comperi
tive tariff. Competitirn tariff means what? It either means 
that our industries are to be protected by tariff duties, so that 
foreigµ indush·ies can only meet them in fair competition. or 
else it means that yon propose that our capital and our labor 
and our factories shall meet the competition of cheap labor from 
abroad. That you do . not dnre to acknowledge to the world, 
you do not dare to acknowledge it in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, it bas been frequently sa id on the floor in 
this debate that nothing which could be said would affect any 
provisi-On in this bill, and I will be pardoned, after all these 
speeches of this character if I call uttention to some provi
sions of this bill, and while what I may say may not affect any 
amendment as to them in the House, yet it will be sure to 
change the bill in one of its vital particulars before it is sent 
to the P1·esident of the United States for his approval. On 
page 207 of the bill, subsection 7 of paragraph J of section 3, 
is this provision : 

That a discount of 5 ·per cent on all duties imposed by this act shall 
be allowed · on such g-0ods, wares, and merchandise as shall be im
ported in vessels admitted to registration under the laws of the United 
States. 

Presumably that means what is Si'iYS, and in the report ac
companying the bill the majority Members say this, referring 
to this paragraph : 

It is a discrimination in favor of American shipping similar to the 
provisions of some of the first tariff bills that were enacted by the 
Congress of the United States. Under lfke legislation the merchant 
marine of the United States was encouraged and developed in the early 
decades of the last century until our me1·chant marine became the 
largest carrier of merchandise in the world. We believe that to again 
discriminate in tavor of American shipping will build up our mer.chant 
marine and keep at home millions of dollars that are now being paid 
to foreign vessels to carry the products of our country to foreign 
markets. 

A plain statement that the purpose of this section is to give 
a discrimination in favor of goods brought in American bottoms 
to the extent of 5 per cent. In other words. that if goods are 
brought in American bottoms under the provisions of this 
paragraph, duties will be not 100 per cent as fixed in the law, 
but 95 per cent of the duties fixed in the law. There is nothing 
in the bill there in reference to the trenties. Does this section 
mean anything? Is it the purpose of the law to haYe 100 per 
cent collected in any case? Does the di count apply only to 
goods brought in American bottoms? - I yield for · a reply from 
the other side of the House as- to whether this pro>i i.on will 
apply to any goods except those brought in American bottoms. 
Will it or ni>t? 
· l\Ir. 1J1\"'DERWOOD. l\Ir. C.hafrman, if the gentleman will 
yield sufficient time I wiB be very glad to nnswer t he que<:Jion. 

Mr. MAl\'N. I will yield for a yes or no question, and that 
is all I can :v;ie1d for. This is a simple propo itiou.. Doe it 
or does it not allow any goods to be brought in other bottoms 
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than American bottoms to have the discount of 5 per cent? 
_That is a simple proposition. It does not require an explana
,tion. It requires only an answer-yes or no. Yet, under 
·another paragraph of the same bill, we find this provision, 
being subsection 1 of paragraph J: 

J. Subsection 1. That a discriminating duty of 10 per cent ad 
valorem, in addition to the duties imposed · by law, shall be levied 
collected, and paid on all goods, wares, or merchandise which shall be 
imported in vessels not of the United States, or which being the pro
duction or manufacture of any foreign country not contiguous to the 
United States shall come into the United States from such contiguous 
country. 

I read only part of the paragraph. That is existing law-a 
discriminating duty of 10 per cent against goods brought in 
foreign bottoms, with this exception that I now read: 

But this discriminating duty shall not apply to goods, wares, or 
merchandise which shall be imported in vessels not of the United 
States entit led at the time of such importation by treaty or conven
tion or act of Congress to be entered in the ports of the United States 
on payment of the same duties as shall then be payable on goods, wares, 
and mewhandise imported in vessels of the United States. 

In other words, if under the treaties goods brought in foreign 
bottoms are not entitled to pay only the same rate of duty as 
goods brought in American bottoms, then they must pay 10 per 
cent more than the amount fixed in the law. There is a 10 per 
cent discrimination against goods brought in foreign bottoms 
which are not entitled to come in at the same rate as goods 
brought in American bottoms. 

Under the provisions of this bill no goods brought in any bot
toms can pay 100 per cent of the tariff rates. It is either 95 
per cent, the rate fixed here for American bottoms, or else it 
is 110 per cent, the rate fixed for goods brought in foreign bot
toms, which do not enjoy the same rate as goods brought in 
American bottoms. That is care in making a bill. That was a 
brilliant thought. The gentleman in charge of this measure 
took an existing law, passed in the first place many years ago, 
pronding for a discriminating duty of 10 per cent against goods 
brought in foreign bottoms, so that our country would be en
abled to force foreign countries to enter into treaties and con
ventions with us by which we and our vessels would have the 
same rights abroad as we were willing to grant here. And, 
finding that in the law, finding it had been effective, finding it 
had compelled every foreign country or maritime power to enter 
into conventions with us providing that goods brought in their 
vessels should pay the same rate of duty coming here as goods 
brought in our vessels a.nd goods going abroad 1n our vessels 
and entering foreign countries should pay the same rate as 
goods in their own bottoms-finding that in the law, they then 
inserted the other provision that all goods brought in American 
bottoms should only pay 95 per cent, but these treaties that 
we have made provide also that goods brought in foreign 
vessels shall pay the same rate of duty as goods brought in 
.American vessels, and if they do not pay the same rate of duty, 
then they pay 110 per cent of the tariff rate. Is it the inten
tion of the gentleman to administer and hold that this 5 per 
cent discriminating duty does not apply· in favor of foreign 
vessels? If so, then the discrimination is not 5 per cent, but 
15 per cent. 

Do the gentlemen on the other side of the aisle, having pro
posed a 5 per cent subsidy, as they thought-and I use the 
term advisedly-subsidy to .American bottoms, intend that 
they should apply a law to give 15 per cent of the subsidy to 
American bottoms? I have noticed, Mr. Chairman, in service 
in the House that it was sometimes well for gentlemen who 
prepare bills to read them. [Laughter and applause on the Re
publican side.] In this case the gentlemen took the law on the 
statute books and repeated it in the bill without knowing or 
considering what it meant and added on another provision prac
tically in direct conflict with its terms or what they intended. to 
provide in the second part of the bill. 

l\fr. Chairman, I congratulate the other side of the House, 
however, upon one provision in the bill, and that is the anti
dumping clause, a purely protectiYe measure, intended for pro
tection and nothing else, flying in the face of every statement 
that they have made in the House about their desire to have 
goods cheaper for the consumer, a proposition to increase the 
tariff by protection. We believe in the principle of protection 
on our side of the House. We welcome a proposition which will 
prevent the dumping of foreign goods on .American soil and 
driving out American industries and the cheapening of American 
labor. We would go further than you. You go one step toward 
protection in your antidumping clause. We are in favor of 
protecting Americans on American soil, of building bomes on 
American soi1, of having men work on American soil, of pro
ducing here the things whiC'h we use which we consume instead 
of going abroad :rn<l encouraging industries there. Mr. Obair
man, when tariff bill s are before the House brought by the 

Republican side of the House the inquiry of the House is What 
new ind1;1stries will be developed, what new manufa~turing 
plants will be located, what new factories will be built how 
much will wages be inc~·eased, but when a tariff bill i~ pre
sented from the other side of the House no such inquiry is 
made. 

The people are wondering now what factories will be dis
mantled, what :nanufacturing establishments will be closed, how 
much wages will be reduced, what industries will be destroyed. 
We leave that to be settled by what comes, hoping on ·behalf of 
the country as against party advantage that disaster will not 
~vertake us, that prosperity will continue, but fearing in the 
llght of experience and common knowledge we will again learn 
the blessings of adversity. [Loud applause on the Republican 
side.] --

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, it is always a pleasure 
for me to listen to the remarks of the distinguished leader of the 
Republican Party, but it was peculiarly a pleasure for me to 
listen to him to-night. Here is a great revenue measure a re
organization of the financial system of our Government, a~d the 
leader of the party that has been in power for the last 16 years 
chargeable with the erection of two great tariff bills in th~ 
country, sticks in the bark, leaves the substance of the bill 
a.lone, and is captious about his criticism of the nonpartisan 
administrative features of a bill. Why, my friend from Illinois 
does not know the distinction between for and against. He has 
overlooked the fact that the provision in paragraph J that he 
refers to is to protect this country against discrimination by 
foreign nations, discriminations that are erected by a foreiga 
land, and that section 7 of paragraph J is a discriminating 
duty given by this country to its own ships and in favor of its 
own ships. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

It is not a subsidy, but it is a subvention. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MANN] since I have been a Member of this 
House voted for a ship subsidy that was a discrimination in 
favor--

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can not yield; I have only 10 minutes. 
Mr. l\1ANN. I did not know that the gentleman had any time. 

I think the gentleman ought to yield, as long as he is making a 
statement about me. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield.. 
Mr. l\1ANN. I may vote for a ship-subsidy bill, although I 

never have done so yet. The gentleman is as accurate about 
that as he is about other things. · 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman may not have been here. 
Mr. MANN. I was here. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. But his party was in favor of the ship 

subsidy, and that was, in favor of American shipping, as this 
provision is, and there was not one line in that bill repealing 
the part the gentleman refers to in the present bill. The gentle
man from Illinois was unable at that time to discover the fine 
discrimination he points out to-day. As· I said before, the only 
difficulty with my friend from Illinois [l\fr. ?t:iA.NN] is that he 
has never been a.ble to discover the distinction between for and 
against. 

But I have one word to say in conclusion. My friends on that 
side of the House, in either political party that represents the 
minority, have been chargeable with · the tariff legislation of 
this country for the last 16 years. You sat in the Republican 
Congresses, or your Representati'ves did; you occupied the 
White House, or your Presidents or standard bearers did, and 
as long as you remained in power you were not willing to con
fess your own ignorance that you confessed to-day. You wrote 
the Dingley bill without a tariff board. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] You wrote and signed the Payne bill without a 
tariff board. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It was only 
when the people of the United States had repudiated you and 
driven you from power that, on your bended knees, you came 
before this House and confessed your mvn ignorance and your 
own legislative inability to write a revenue measure that was 
just and honest to the .American people. [Applause on the Dem
ocratic side.] And, more than that, you plead for a tariff board 
to-day. I want to challenge yon to look into the hearings that 
were held when th.is bill was before the 1'-ays and Means Com
mittee and find for me a manufacturer in ti.le wool or cotton or 
iron and steel schedules that was willin" to ur)llold the Tariff 
Board appointed by your own party ,·vhen it came down to the 
particular schedule in which he was in terested. In e>ery in
stance where they appeared before the committee und they were 
asked if they agreed with ti.le :findings of your Tariff Board 
they repudiated it. [Applause on the Democratic sitle.] 

Now, you are proud of the fact that yon write yo.ur tariff 
bills for the great manufacturing interest s of the country ancl 
not for the people. But those you wrote them for-the manu-
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facturing interests -of this· country~have repudiated the last 
Tariff Board you appointed. You appointed a tariff commis
sion in 1 83. That commission reported in favor of a low tariff, 
and your Republican Congress, because it did report in favor 
of a low tariff, repudiated the action of your own commission. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] You know as well as I 
know that if this bill becomes a law, as it will, and stays on the 
statute books for four years, and you should by some ill fate 
that may happen to the American people be returned to power, 
you will never wait for a tariff board to investigate in order 
to repeal the bill . . You would throw a tariff board to the winds 
and come back in here with your ill-conceived ideas of a tariff 
revision, and once more walk into your committee and allow 
the great manufacturing interests of the United States to dic
tate the terms of the bill to you. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] You would do that in the future as you have always done 
it in the past. I am not surprised that you confess your own 
ignorance in the writing of a tariff bill and of necessity claim 
that all other s are equally as ignorant. Why should you not 
.be ignorant? You have ne>er attempted to learn the art. It 
has never been necessary for you to learn the a't't. When the 
time came to write the· bills you called in the beneficiaries of 
your acts, the great manufacturers of this country, and they told 
you how much they wanted and you put it in the bill. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the c mrnittee rose; and Mr. CLINE having as

sumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. GARRETT of 'ren
nessee, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that committee had had under 
consideration the bill H. R. 3321, a bill to reduce tar iff duties 
and to provide reYenue for the Government and for other pur
poses, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. GARDNER. l\:Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
in the permanent RECORD, wherever it appears that I have 
yielded time to any gentleman, the amount of time shall not be 
stated. -

Mr. UNDF~WOOD. I ask that that include everybody. 
Mr. GARDNER. I ask that that include not only time yielded 

by me, but time yielded by everyone. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Massachu

setts asks unanimous consent that wherever it appears that 
time has been yielded by any person in this debate having 
control of the time, that the amount of the time shall not be 
stated. 

Mr. GARDNER. In the permanent RECORD. 
Mr. MANN. I shall not object, although I would rather have 

the time yielded to me stated. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

l\fr. SLEMP, by unanimous consent, was granted leave of 
absence for three days, on account of illness. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 11 o'clock and 28 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Tuesday, April 29, 
1913, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS,· AND MEl\IORIALS. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 4348) to establish a school 
of agriculture at the Chilocco Indian School, in Oklahoma; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By l\Ir. BUCHANAN of Illinois (by request) : A bill (H. R. 
4349) to amend the l.iws relating to patents for designs; to the 
Committee on Patents. 

By .Mr. GARDNER: A bill (H. R. 4350) directing the Secre
tary of the Treasury to prepare designs and estimates for and 
report cost of a national archiyes building in the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 
. By Mr. HAY: A bill (H. R. 4351) to regulate detached service 

in the line of the Army; to the Committee on .Military Affairs. 
By l\Ir. KELLY of PennsylYania: A bill (H. R. 435~) to pro

vide old-age pensions; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By i\lr. LA. FOLLETTE : A bill (H.- R. 4353) authorizing the 

Secretary of the Interior to grant further extensions of time 
within which to make final proof on desert-land entries in the 
county of Grant, State of Washington; to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

'Also,. a bill (H. ·R . 4354) to ·authorize the board of county 
commissioners of Okanogan County, Wash., to construct ancl 
maintain a bridge across the Okanogan River at or near the 
town of Malott; to the Committee on Inte1·state and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By .Mr. LAFFERTY: A bill (II. R. 4355) relating to entries 
on the public lands ; to the Committee on the PubEc Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4356) to authorize the coinage of 3-cent 
pieces, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and .Measures. 

By lllr. RAKER: A bill (H. R. 4357) to provide for the in
spection of any· parcel sent ·by mail which contains fruit, 
plants, trees, shrubs, nursery stock, grafts, scions, peach, plum, 
almond, or the pits of other fruits, cotton seed, or vegetables, 
at point of deli>ery in any post office of the United States that 
requests such inspection and where the requisite inspectors are 
provided by the States to perform such service; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By l\fr. BEALL of Texas (by request): A bill (H. R. 4358) 
to define the true intent and meaning of section ·48 of the act 
of August 28, 1894, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WITHERSPOON: A bill (H. R. 4359) to prevent the 
desecration of the flag of the United States of America; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAl\IILL: A bill (H. R. 4360) authorizing the Se.c
retary of the Treasury to sell the present post office and site 
thereof in Jersey City; to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

By l\Ir. LAFFERTY : A bill (H. R. 4384) to create an inter
state trade commission, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GARD1\"'ER: Memorial of the General Court of Mas
sachusetts, relative to an amendmem: to the Constitution of the 
United States prohibiting the practice of polygamy; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THACHER : Memorial of the General Court of Mas
sachusetts, relative to an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States prohibiting the practice of polygamy ; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII,. private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows : 

. By l\Ir. ALLE'N : A bill (H. R. 4361) granting a pension to 
Herbert l\Iontgom·ery; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BORLAND: A blll (H. R. 4362) granting a pension 
to Thomas Glynn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4363) granting a pension to Lucy A. Whar
ton ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FRANCIS: A bill (H. R. 4364) granting an increase 
of pension to James B. Wilkinson ; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4365) granting a pension to John H. Op
pe1~man; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H . R . 4366) granting a pension to Sarah Bought; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4367) for the relief of Benjamin R. Buffing
ton; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4368) for the relief of Henry E. Thomas; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. KEY of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 4369) granting a pension 
to George L. Mickle; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4370) granting a pension to Emma Hol-
land; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4371) granting a pension to Henry Neff; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4372) granting a pension to Elizabeth 
Boetticher; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4373) granting a pension to Mary Mc
Gregor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4374) granting a pension to Annie E. 
Farber; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4375) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Gish; to the Committee on Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4376) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Douglass; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bi11 (H. R. 4377) granting an increase of pension to 
Rufus H. Slaymaker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4378) granting an increase of pension to 
John Herndon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 4379) granting an increase _of pension to 
Phebe A. Deming ; to the Committee on Inrn:-lid Pensions. 
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By 1\Ir. LAFFERTY: A bill (H. R. 4380) granting an ·in
crease of pension to Edward D. Hamilton; to the Committee 
on ln\"alid Pensions. 

By Mr. It.AUCH: A bill (H. R. 4381) granting an increase of 
pension to James Marshall; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr .. STONE: A bill (H. R. 4382) granting a pension to 
Odillon C. Shupp; to the Committee on Pensions. . 
. By l\Ir. WALLIN: A bill (H. R. 4383) granting an increase 
of pension to John Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

The SPEAKER (by request) : Petition of Alb. Buscher 
against the income-tax section in House bill 10, relative to 
mutual life insurance companies; to the Cortimittee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also (by r~uest), petition of sundry citizens of Hawaii, 
against reduction of the duty on sugar; to the Committee on 
.Ways and Means. 

Also (by request). petition of Arthur E . Bisberg, of St. Louis, 
Mo., favoring an amendment to the income-tax provision taxing 
mutual life insurance companies; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also (by request), petition of sundry citizens of Buffalo, N. Y., 
against the duty on wheat, oats, etc.; to the Committee on Ways 
and l\Ieans. 

Also (by request), memorial of the city council of Buffalo, 
N. Y., against the revision of the tariff schedules affecting 
milling, packing, and other industries of Buffalo; to the Com-
mittee on Ways ancl Means. . 

By l\Ir. ALLEN: Memorial of Cigar Makers' Local Union No. 
4, Cincinnati, Ohio, against admission of cigars free from 
Philippine Islands; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: Petition of John A. Miller, Lottie Craig, 
and William Craig, of West Lafayette; G. C. Parrill and Charles 
E. Merrick, of Newark; Glenn W. Fost~r. of Coshocton; George 
G. Koegler, of Loudonville; and John 1\Iertz, of Smithville, Ohio, 
against the income-tax section in House bill 10; to the Com· 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURNE'I'T: Petition of T. J. Christopher and 3 other 
citizens of Glass and Boaz. Ala., protesting against including 
mutual life insurance companies in the income-tax bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mt. CARY: Petition of sundry citizens, insurance com
panies, and other corporations of Milwaukee, Wis., protesting 
against including mutual life insur:rnce companies in the in
come-tax bill ; to the Committee on Ways and 1\Ieans. 

Also, petition of the Albertype Co .. Brooklyn, N. Y., protesting 
against the proposed tariff on gelatin-printed pictures, post 
cards, etc.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
. Also, petition of the F. Meyer Boots & Shoes Co., Milwaukee, 
Wis., protesting against the removal of the duty on boots and 
shoes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Cloak, Suit. and Skirt Manufac
turers' Association, Cleveland, Ohio, protesting against placing 
wool on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and 1\Ieans. -

Also, petition of J. 0. Myers, Charles H. Tesch, and 3 other 
citizens of Milwaukee, Wis., favoring the passage of legislation 
prohibiting the importation of plumes and feathers of wild 
birds for commercial use; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DALE: Petition of the National Cloak, Suit, and Skirt 
Manufacturers' Association, of Cle•eland, Ohio, against the duty 
of 35 per cent on finished clothing; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of G. B. De8atenk and Henry Scbnoe. against 
the income-tax section in House bill 10, relative to mutual life 
insurance companies; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also. petition of M. K. GurtTood and LUlie Ahrens. of New 
York, N. Y., favoring the clause prohibiting importation of 
aigrettes, etc.; to the Committee on WayP and Means. 

Al!'lo. petition of sundry citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y .. favoring 
an amendment to the income-tax pro•ision taxing mutual life 
insurance companies; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also. petition of Adela ide Kemsey and Mary Irwin, of New 
York, N. Y ., against placing Mbles on the free list; to the Com
mittee on Ways rmd :\IeanR 

Also. petition of the Bnffalo Chamber of Commerce of Buffalo, 
N. Y., against the duty on wheat, oats, "etc.; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DYER : Petition of 26 citizens of St. Louis, Mo., pro
testing against including mutual life insurance companies in the 
income-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Business League of America 
Chicago, Ill., fu "oring the passage of House bill 1723, for th~ 
enactment of an adequate consular law; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Buffalo, N. Y., protesting 
against admitting wheat, flour, meats, etc., free of duty; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the King Brinsmade Mercantile Co., St. Louis, 
Mo., favoring the passage of legislation for the impro'°ement of 
the railway arbitration law; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the W . T. Ferguson Lumber Co., St. Louis, 
Mo., favoring the passage of legislation making an appropriation 
for the continuance of the Commerce Court; to the Committee 
on Appropriations 

Also, petition of the Citizens' Industrial Association, of St. 
Louis, Mo., protesting against the passage of House bill 2441, 
exempting labor organizations from the provisions of the Sher-
man Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. · 

By Mr. ESCH : Petition of sundry citizens of the State of 
Wisconsin, favoring an amendment to the income-tax provision 
taxing mutual life insurarice companies ; to the Committee on 
Ways and l\feans. 

Also, memorial of the National Business League of America, 
favoring retention in the Consular Service officials of efficiency, 
etc. ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. _ 

Also, memorial of the Progressive Party of Hawaii, against 
the reduction of the duty on sugar; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By l\fr. FRANCIS : Petition of sundry citizens of Bellaire, 
Ohio, against the reduction of duty on glass and glassware; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARDNER: Petition of Cigar Makers' International 
Union, against free trade with the Philippine Islands; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Rev. B. R. Bulkley and other citizens of 
Beverly, Mass., favoring repeal of the clause in the Panama 
Canal act exempting American coastwise shipping from the pay
ment of tolls, etc.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: Petition of sundry citizens of tlle twenty
third congressional district of New York, against including 
mutual life insurance companies in the income-tax bill ; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Buffalo· Chamber of Commerce, of Buf
falo, N. Y., against the duty on wheat, oats, etc.; to the Com~ 
mittee on Ways a:nd Means. 

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of the twenty-third congres
sional district of New York, against the placing of Bibles on the 
free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By l\!r. HAMILL: Petition of sundry citizens of New Jersey, 
protesting against including life insurance companies in the 
income-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr . MOTT: Petition of sundry citizens of Watertown, 
N. Y., protesting aga inst the placing of paper on the free list; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the William Wrigley, jr., Co., Chicago, Ill., 
protesting against the proposed increase of duty on chicle; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Cloak, Suit, and Skirt Manu
facturers' Association, Cleveland, Ohio, protesting against plac
ing wool on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Business League of America, 
relative to improving the efficiency of the consular service; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Progressive Party of Honolulu, Hawaii, 
protesting against the removal of the duty on sugar; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Local No. 15 of the International Brother
hood of Paper Workers, Fulton, N. Y., protesting against the 
removal of the duty on paper; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of the Oswego Chamber of Commerce, Oswego, 
N. Y., protesting against any reduction of the duty on car 
wheels; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By 1\Ir. O'SHAUNESSY: Petition of Charles Matteson, Archi
bald C. Matteson, William J. Brown, Henry W. Iloth, James A. 
Crum, Louis Swift, Harry F. Miller, and 'rhomas Ileady, Provi
dence, R. I., favoring the passage of legislation exempting life 
insurance funds from taxation; to t he Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
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Also, petition of Arthur Boucher, H. N. Gartier, Holden 0. 

Hill, Frank E. Chafee, John H. Hawbly, Charles Matteson, and 
Archibald Matteson, Providence, R. I., and Arnold Schaer, War
ren, R. I. , protesting against including mutual life insurance in 
the income-tax bill; to the Committee on Way and Means. 

Also, petition of the Atlantic 1\Iills, Charles K. Hancock & Co., 
Mosberg Wrench Co., Brown & Sharpe Co., and Theodore Foster 
& Bros. Co., Providence, R. I., protesting against the passage of 
legislation exempting labor organizations from the provisions of 
the Sherman Antitrust Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts (by request): Petition 
of B. T. Martin and other citizens of Chelsea , West Somenille. 
Winthrop, and Everett, Mass., favoring repeal of the clause in 
the Panama Canal act exempting American coastwise shipping 
from payment of tolls, etc. ; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By l\Ir. ROGERS: Petition of E. C. Colman and other citi
zens of Woburn, Mass., favoring repeal of the clause in the 
Panama Canal act ·exempting American coastwise shipping 
from the payment of tolls, etc.; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. . 

By Mr. SCULLY: Petition of Henry E. Ayres, Thomas J. 
Sweeney, and other citizens of New York, protesting against 
including mutual life insurance companies in the income-tax 
bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Cloak, Suit, and Skirt Manu
facturers' Association, Cleveland, Ohio, protesting against plac
ing wool on the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
. Also, petition of Cigar Makers' International Union of Amer
ica, Chicago, Ill., protesting against admitting Philippine tobacco 
and cigars free of duty; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the William Wrigley, jr., Co., Chicago, Ill., 
protesting against the proposed increase of duty on chicle; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TREADWAY : Petition of Carrol Lewis Maxey and 
other citizens of western Massachusetts, favoring the repeal 
of the clause in the Panama Canal act exempting American 
coastwise shipping from the payment of tolls; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: Petition of the National Woman's 
Christian Temperance Union favoring passage of legislation 
relative to the closing of the gates of the Panama Exposition 
on Sunday; to the Committee on Industrial Arts and Expo
sitions. 
_ Also, petition of the Political Study Club, of Ithaca, N. Y,, 
fa-voring legislation conferring the right of suffrage on women; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Bronston Bros. & Co., of New York, N. Y., 
relative to the straw-hat industry; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of the George Urban Milling Co., of Buffalo, 
N. Y., against the duty on wheat, oats, etc. ; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Primos Chemical Co., of Primos, Pa., 
against the reduction of the tariff on metal and alloys; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Cornell Equal Suffrage Club, of Ithaca, 
N. Y., favoring an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States giving women suffrage; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of 50 citizens of the thirty-seventh congres
sionaJ.-clistrict of New York, pr-0testing against including mutual 
life insurance companies in the income-tax bill; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By l\fr. WALLIN: Petition of citizens of the thirtieth district 
of New York, favoring an amendment to the income-tax pro
vision taxing mutual life insurance companies; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, papers to accompany bill granting increase of pension 
to John Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of W. G. Van Name, favoring retention of provi
sion prohibiting the importation of the skins and plumage of cer
tain birds in tariff bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILDER (by request): Petition of Rev. Emanuel C. 
-Charlton and other citizens of Brookfield, C. L. Judkins and 
other citizens of Barre, and Frederick Foodick and citizens of 
Fitchburg, all of the State of l\lassachusetts, favoring the re
peal of the clause in Panama Canal act exempting American 
coastwise shipping from the payment of tolls, etc. ; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By l\Ir. WILSON of New York: Petition of the Buffalo Cham
ber of Commerce, of Buffalo, N. Y., against the duty on wheat, 
oats, etc.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of employees of the Moehle Lithographic. Co., of 
Brooklyn, N. Y., against the reduction of the Q.uty on litho
graphed articles; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Cigar l\Iakers' International Union of 
America, against free trade with the Philippine Islands; to the 
Committee on Ways and l\Ieaus. 

Also, memorial of the National Business League -of America, 
fa-voring the retention in the consular service those officials of 
efficiency, etc.; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. -

Also, memorial of sundry citizens of Shelby, N. C., against 
duty on monzonite and thorium; to the Committee on Ways 
and ::\leans. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
TUESDAY, April ~9, 1913. 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden; D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
0 Thou, source of all our longings, hopes, and aspirations, 

strengthen our arm of faith that we may draw nearer to Thee; 
be inspired with brighter hopes, a warmer, purer lo-ve for Thee 
and our fellow men; that selfishness may depart, evil cease, 
and brotherly love prevail; that godliness may enrich the heart, 
the home, society, the Nation; that the world may be a better 
dwelling place for all classes and conditions of men, to the 
glory and honor of Thy holy name. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I desire to cor

i·ect_ a statement of mine in the RECORD of yesterday's pro
ceedings, in the closing of the tariff debate. In the crush 
attendant on the closing of the tariff debate last night I seem 
to ha-ve permitted a lapsus lingure, or more strictly speaking a 
'' lapsus pencilibus." I spoke of the noble and generous J ane 
Addams as desiring pensions for all persons. I meant, instead, 
to refer to the Member from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY], who 
only yesterday introduced a bill to pro-vide old-age pensions of 
$10 each for all persons over 65 years. 

It was not my desire to criticize either Miss Addams or the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY], but to show that 
they, in connection with Vice President MARSHALL; former 
President Roosevelt; the Industrial Workers of the World 
leader, Bill Haywood; and the food poisoner, Ettor, are all 
striving-each with different motives-for the great brotherhood. 
of man, but each one setting back this movement thousands of 
degrees. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the correction will be 
made. 

There was no objection. 
GOVERNMENT OWNERSHIP OF TELEGRAPHS .AND TELEPHONES. 

.Ur. BRYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
print in the RECORD a resolution passed by the city council of 
the city of Tacoma, one of the largest and most populous cities 
of the State of Washington, on the government ownership of 
telegraphs and telephones. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
BRYAN] asks unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD 
the paper which he sends to the Clerk's desk. Is there objec
tion? 

There was no objection. 
Following is the resolution referred to : 

Resolution 6129. 
Whereas the telegraph and telephone are ever-increasing public neces

sities; and 
Whereas these services could be more certainly and more fairly ren

dered under a system of government ownership of these utilities : 
Now, therefore, be it 
R esolved by the city council of the city of Tacoma, That it is the 

judgment of the council that the time is ripe .for the acquisition of these 
utilities by the Government of the United States, and that the Congress 
of the United States be urged to take the necessary steps for the 
establishment of a Federal telegraph and telephone system rendering 
a local and interstate service like the Post Office Department; and be 
it further 

Resolt;ed, That the city clerk send copies of this resolution to the 
Senate and the House of Representatives and to the Senators. and 
Representatives from the State of Washington. 

April 16, 1913. Adopted on roll call : Yeas 5, nays 0, absent 0. 
w. w. SEYMOUR, Mayor. 

Attest: , 
HOMER H. EDWARDS, City Clerk. 

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS. 
The SPEAKER. Are there any Members here who desire to 

be sworn in? 
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